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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
PUBLIC SERVICES SPECIAL RECRUITMENT OF SCHEDULED CASTES 
AND SCHEDULED TRIBES CANDIDATES - ORDERS FOR INTER 

DEPARTMENTAL TRANSFER - EXTENSION TO INTER 

DISTRICT /UNIT TRANSFER - ORDERS ISSUED . 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (SERVICES- D ) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. (MS) No. 158 /81 /GAD . Dated , Trivandrum , 19th May 1981. 


Read :-1. G.O. Ms. 4 /61 /PD dated 7-1-1961. 

2. G.O.Ms. 198 /78 /GAD dated 28-4-1978 . 
3. Letter No. Ref. LR (E )-3-40854 /79 dated 19-10-1979 from the 

Board of Revenue (LR ) . 
4 Letter No. AII (4 ) /178458 /GW . dated 2-3-1981 from the 

Public Service Commission . 


ORDER 


In the G. O. read as second paper Government ordered that a 
Scheduled Caste or Scheduled Tribe employee recruited under Special 
Recruitment scheme can be given inter-deparım ntal transfer only on mutual 
basis with another employee recruited un er the said schemesubject to the 
conditions laid down in the G. O. first read above, so as to avoid over 
representation /under representation of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled 
Tribes in pirticular Departments. The Secretary, Board of Revenue (LR ) 
in the letter read as third paper has requested to amend the above G. o . 
suitably so as to include the case under inter-district/inter-unit transfers of 
special recruits also. 

2 . Government examined the request in consultation with the Public 
Service Commission and they are pleased to order as follows: 
(1 ) The condition of transfer on mutual basis laid down in the 

G.O. read as second paper in respect of inter-departmental 
transfer will be applicable to inter -district/inter-unit transfers 
of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes Employees recruited 

under the special recruitment scheme. 
G. 841 
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(2) The restrictions imposed in the G. O. read as second paper will 

not be applicable in the case of Class IV employees recruited 
under the Special Recruitment Scheme for Scheduled Castes 
Scheduled Tribes employees subject to the conditions that 
(i) the resultant vacancy arising in the Department/District 

concerned ( from which the transfer is made) should not 
again be filled up by another candidate recruited under the 
SpecialRecruitment Scheme, provided that the transferee 
is not appointed in a vacancy earmarked for special 

recruitmentin the new Department /District and that 
(ii) if the person is appointed in the new Department/District 

in a vacancy earmarked for special recruitment, the 
resultant vaca cy in the former department/District shall 
be filled up by special recruitment. 

By order of the Governor, 

E. R. PADMINI, 
Additional Secretary , 


To 


9 ) 


The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission , (with C L.) 
AD Heads of Departments and Offices. 
40 Departments (all Sections in the Secretariat. 
The Registrar, High Court, Ernakulam 

(with C. L.) 
The kegistrar, University of Kerala / Cochin / Calicut 
The Registrar,Kerala Agricultural University, Trichur 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam 
The Secretary, Kerala State Electricity Board 
The General Manager , Kerala State Road Transport 

Corporation , Trivandrum 
Tae Secretary to Governor 
The Private Secretaries to the ChiefMinister and other Ministers 
The Under Secretary to the Chief Secretary . 
The Director of Public Relations. 
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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 
EDUCATION -- TECHNICAL - GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE ENGINEERING 

COLLEGES - RULES FOR COLLECTION AND REFUND OF FEES - ISSUED 


HIGHER EDUCATION (J ) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. (Ms) 75 /81/H.Edn . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 12th May 1981. 


Read :-From the D.T.E.letter No. 01/51813 /75 /DTE dated 14-3-1977 and 

12-8-1977. 


ORDER 


Government are pleased to approve the Rules appended to this order 
for collection and refund of fees in Government and Private Engineering 
Colleges, coming under the direct payment scheme in the State . 


By order of the Governor, 

M. MOHANKUMAR , 
Special Secretary. 


To 


The Director of Technical Education , Trivandrum . 
The Accountant General, Kerala , Trivandrum ( This issues with the 

concurrence of Finance Department).. 
The Finance Department - Vide U.O. No. 1492 /Edn .B1/80/ Fin . dated 

27-2-1980 . 
The Registrar, University of Kerala , Trivandrum . 
The Registrar, University of Calicut. 
The Higher Education (G ) Department. 
The Higher Education (C ) Department for taking action with reference 

to the University Ordinances and Statutes . 
G. 827 

[P.r.o.) 
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Rules for Collection and Refund of Fees in Government and 

Private Engineering Colleges coming under D.P. Scheme 

1. Fee will be collected in 4 equal instalments in respect Semester 
classes as given below : 

1st Instalment: 

Date of admission of Seme ter class (Special fees, Admission fee and 
Caution Deposit will also be collected along with 1st Instalment) in the case 
of admission to 1st semester and within 5 working days after re-opening of 
the institution in the case of others . 

2nd Instalment: 
After 2 months from the 1st Instalment. 
3rd Instalment: 
At the beginning of even Semester (2nd, 4th , 6th and 8th Semesters). 
? th Instalment: 
After 2 months from the 3rd instalment. 

2. The Principal is competent to change the due dates for collection of 
fees for particular class /classes so fixed to an earlier or to a subsequent date 
if it so happens that the Institution is ordered to be closed by competent 
authority on that particular date originally proposed for collection of fees . 
In such cases a copy of the notice of the Principal notifying the change in 
due date should be preserved and produced for audit purpose . 

3. If any student fails to pay the fees including special fees on the due 
date, he/she shall be liable to pay a fine of 25 paise along with the fees on 
or before the 10th day after the due date . If the 10th day happens to be a 
holiday, the next working day will be counted as the 10th day. 

4. If the fee with the fine of 25 paise is not paid on or before the last 
date fixed in para (3) above an additional fine of Re. I will be levied . If 
the fees and fines of an instalment are not paid within the succeeding 20 
days, the nameof the student will be removed from the rolls ofthe insti 
tution , with effect from the date following the expiry of this period and the 
student will not get the benefit of attendance from the date of removal from 
the rolls of the Institution . If the student desires to be re-admitted , he/ she 
will apply for the special permission of the Principal and remit all the arrears 
of fces including fine . A re-admission fee of Rs. 2 will also be realised in 
such cases of re -admission . The re-admitted student will get the benefit of 
attendance from the date of re-admission only . 

5 . The name of defaulters of an instalment should be published in the 
notice board immediately after expiry of the last opportunity fixed for 
payment of that instalment. 

6. Every student is liable to pay the prescribed fee for the whole 
semester during any part of which his /her name is on the rolls . 
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7. If a student, studying in any Government/Private institutions for 
degree course after obtaining transfer certificate from the institution , is 
admitted in any Government/ Private institutions he/she shall not be called 
upon to pay tuition fee over and above that already paid for the semester in 
the institution which issued the T. C. But special fees and caution deposit 
should be paid again at the new institution . 

8. A student who leaves an Institution under the Department and joins 
another institution in the Department during the course of a semester conse 
quent on the transfer of any of his/her parent who is /are in the employee of 
Government or otherwise is liable to pay only the prescribed tuition fees of 
the semester in the other Institution . The whole special fee and caution 
deposit should also be paid in the Institution to which transferred . 
Note:—Transfer from one institution to another includes transfer from a 

College affiliated to one University in the State to a College 

affiliated to another University in the State . 
9. In the case of students admitted late after the commencement of 
classes the full fees due till date including special feesetc., will be collected at 
the time of admission as he were admitted on the due date . 

10. If, a student who is admitted in an institution did not attend any 
class, in a semester and requests permission to discontinue his /her /studies in 
that institution and receive T.C. on that grounds refund of tuition fee may 
be sanctioned in his/her case . The claim for refund of tuition fee in such 
cases should be referred by the student with the Principal concerned by 
submitting an application within 2 months from the date of leaving the 
institution as revealed from the entries in the Transfer Certificate issued to 
the applicant. If the application for refund is not submitted before this 
period , the claimsfor refund will be forfeited. 

11. If a student who does not attend any class during an year on his 
promotion to the higher class , he /she shall not be called upon to pay any fees 
for the year in which the student has not attended any class . 

12. Refund of fees including special fees once remitted will not be 
sanctioned to those students who had already paid the tuition and special 
fees in any institutions under this Department and attended class and joins 
another Professional or Techyical Colleges or Institution or Arts and Science 
Colleges or Sanskirt College not under the Department of Technical 
Education . 

13. The Principals of the Government Institutions are empowered to 
sanction refund of fees in all cases mentioned above, in respect ofGovernment 
Institutions. 

14. In respect of the Private Engineering Colleges coming under the 
Direct Payment System , the Deputy Director (direct payment) will be the 
competent authority to sanction refugid of fees . 

15. If any eligible Backward Community Scheduled Caste /Scheduled 
Tribe student had paid the tuition fec, specialfee and admission fee etc., at 
the time of joining the institution and such fees had been remitted into the 
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Treasury , the amount of fees so paid will be got reimbursed by the Harijan 
Welfare Department. The fee so realised from the eligible students contrary 
to rules should be refunded provided the same amount is reimburseable by 
the Harijan Welfare Department. 

16. The Principals of Government Engineering Institutions will claim 
refunds in such cases and disburse the same to the students, so far as 
Government Institutions are concerned . As regards Private Engineering 
Colleges/refund of fees in respect of students belonging to eligible Backward 
Community Scheduled Caste/ Scheduled Tribe will be made as per the 
following procedure by the Deputy Director (direct payment) . 

(a) The Principals of Private Engineering Colleges will prepare a list 
of such students and details of fees remitted by them with the date of collec 
tion . They will also furnish the details of remittance of these fees (including 
chalan Nos. and amounts) with dates. 

(b ) A Certificate that the fees in respect of the above students have 
been realised from Harijan Welfare Department ( giving details of adjust 
ment) should invariably be recorded , thereon . This will be got verified 
and the correctness of remittance duly certified by the Treasury Officer . 

(c ) The Principal will then address the Director of Technical 
Education for according sanction for the refund of fees to the students. 

(d ) The Deputy Director (direct payment) will verify, issue sanction 
and also countersign the refund bills. 

(e) The Principals of Private Engineering Colleges after getting the 
reſund, should disburse the amount to the concerned students after getting 
their proper acquittance. 

(f) A detailed statement of disbursement should be forwarded to the 
Director of Technical Education within a week . 

(g ) The Principals should not keep with them the undisbursed 
amount for more than a week , 

17. The Principals will be responsible for collection of fees as provided 
in these rules . 

18. The above rules are applicable to Part-time Degree students also . 


Kerala Gazette No. 24 date: 16th June 1981. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.(Rt.) No. 632/81/LBR . 

Dited, Trivandrum , 19th May 1981. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of th : dispule 
between the President, Puthur Service Co-operative Society Limited 
No. 345, P. O. Puthur, Trichur 5 -the workman of the above concern and 
Shri P. I. Mathai, S/o . Inasu , Palamparambil House. P 

0 . Kainur, 
Trichur District received by Government on 15-5-1981 is hereby published 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( Central Act XIV of 


1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. JADAYUDAI MONY 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 7th day of May, 1981 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN B. SC ., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES No. 8 OF 1979 

Between 
The President, Puthur Service Co-operative Society Limited No. 345 , 
P. O. Puthur , Trichur- 5 

And 
The workman of the above concern Shri P. I. Mathai, Slo . Inasu , 

Palamparambil House, P.O. Kainur, Trichur District. 
Representations: 
Shri M. Venugopalan , 

: For Management. 
Advocate , Trichur 
Shri K. V. K. Panicker, 

For Workman , 
Trichur. 
G.A. 129/ V . 


} 
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the 


AWARD 
This reference made by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 97/79/ 
L & H dated 16-1-1979 concerns the dismissal of Shri P. I. Mathai by his 
employer, a Co -operative Society. 

2. Pleadings have been advanced by either side, concerned 
workman attacking his dismissal as unjustifiable and claiming reinstatement 
with all benefits and the Management supporting its action . 

The case was 
coming up for evidence on the rival contentions when a joint statement 
was filed requesting that an award may be passed in terms of the settlement 
arrived at by the parties. A copy of the settlement filed along with the 
joint statement reads as follows : 


" തൊഴിലുടമ "( പ്രതിനിധി 


( ശീ . ടി , കെ . കുട്ടൻ, 
(പ്രസിഡൻറ്,പുത്തൂർ സർവ്വീസ് 
കോ -ഓപ്പറേറ്റീവ് ബാങ്ക് No. 345 ,പുത്തൂർ 


തൊഴിലാളി പ്രതിനിധി 


1 . കെ . വി . കെ . പണിക്കർ, തൃശ്ശൂർ 

2. പി . ഐ . മത്തായി, പാലാപറമ്പിൽ വീട്, പി . ഓാ , കന്നുർ 
( പിരിച്ചുവിടപ്പെട്ട ജീവനക്കാരൻ) 

തർക്കസംഗ്രഹം 
പുത്തൂർ സർവ്വീസ് കോ -ഓപ്പറേററീവ് ബാങ്ക് നമ്പർ 345 - ലെ ജീവന 
ക്കാരനായ ശ്രീ . പി . ഐ . മത്തായിയെ പിരിച്ചുവിട്ടതിനെ തുടർന്ന് ഉളവായ 
തൊഴിൽ തർക്കം I. D. No. 8 | 79 ആയി എറണാകുളം ലേബർ കോടതി മുമ്പാ 
കെയുളളതാകുന്നു . എന്നാൽ 15-2-1981- ൽ മത്തായി ബഹു : 

ഡയറകടർ 
ബോർഡിന് സമർപ്പിച്ച അപേക്ഷയെ അടിസ്ഥാനമാക്കി പ്രസ്തുത തൊഴിൽ 
തർക്കം ഉഭയകക്ഷികളും തമ്മിൽ സംസാരിച്ച 1981 ഏപ്രിൽ മാസം 9 -ാം 
തീയതിയായ ഇന്നേ ദിവസം ഒത്തുതീർപ്പിൽ എത്തിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

ഒത്തുതീർപ്പു വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ 
1. ( ശി , പി . ഐ . മത്തായിയെ പിരിച്ചു വിട്ടുകൊണ്ടുളള 27-7-1978 - ലെ 
ഉത്തരവ് പുനഃപരിശോധിച്ച് ജോലിയിൽ നിന്നും വിട്ടുനിന്ന 
സർവ്വീസ് ഒഴിവാക്കി, അതിന് മുമ്പുളള ക ലത്ത് സർവ്വീസ് അംഗീകരിച്ച് 
ജോലിക്ക് തിരിച്ചെടുക്കുന്നതിന് ഉഭയകക്ഷികളും തീരുമാനിച്ചു . എന്നാൽ 
27-7-1978 - ലെ പിരിച്ചുവിടൽ നോട്ടീസിനു മുമ്പ് 

ജോലി ചെയ്തിരുന്ന 
കാലത്തെ സർവ്വീസ് അംഗീകരിക്കുന്നതും പ്രസ്തുത സർവ്വീസിന് അർഹത 
യുളള എല്ലാആനുകൂല്യങ്ങളും ലഭിക്കുന്നതിന്മത്തായി ക്ക് അവകാശംഉണ്ടായി 
രിക്കുന്നതും ആ ണ് . ജോലിയിൽ നിന്നും വിട്ടുനിന്നകാലം 
( ബക്കായി കണക്കാക്കുന്നതല്ല എന്നാൽ ജോലിയിൽ നിന്നും വിട്ടുനിന്ന 
കാലം സർവ്വീസായി ഒരു കാര്യത്തിനും കണക്കാക്കുന്നതല്ല . 


കാലത്ത 


സർവ്വീസ 


2. ശീ . മത്തായിയെ 15-4-1981 ന് പൺആയി ജോലിയിൽ പ്രവേ 
ശിപ്പിക്കുന്നതും ആയത്മത്തായി സ്വീകരിക്കുന്നതും ആയിരിക്കും. 
3. 15-4-1981- ൽ ശമ്പളം താഴെ പറയും പ്രകാരമായിരിക്കും. 
അടിസ്ഥാന ശമ്പളം 

90.00 

85.00 
ആഡം. ഇൻ 

26.00 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ ഡി , ഏ . 

72.00 
പെർസൻജം ഡി . ഏ 

94.00 


ഡി . ഏ 


മൊത്തം 

367.00 
തുടർന്ന് സംഘം ജീവനക്കാർക്ക് ലഭിക്കുന്ന വർദ്ധനവ് മത്തായിക്കും 
ബാധകമായിരിക്കും. 

4. ജോലിയിൽ നിന്നുംമത്തായിയെ സസ്പെൻറ് ചെയ്ത 1-3-1976മുതൽ 
ജോലിയിൽ പ്രവേശിപ്പിക്കുന്ന 15-4-1981 വരെയുളള 

ജോലിയില്ലാത്ത 
കാലത്തെ പരിഗണിച്ച് ആശ്വാസം എന്ന നിലയ്ക്ക് 4950 രൂപ ( നാലായിരത്തി 
തൊളളായിരത്തി അമ്പതു രൂപ b ത നല്കുന്നതിന് മാനേജ്മെൻറ് 
സമ്മതിച്ചു . ഈ സംഖ്യ 15-4-1981- ൽ നല്കുന്നതിനു നിശ്ചയിച്ചു . 

5. മേൽ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ സമ്മതിച്ചു ഉഭയകക്ഷികളും I. D. 8/80 ആയുളള 
തർക്കം തീർന്നതായി 

അംഗീകരിക്കുകയും ഈ തീർപ്പ് ബഹു : ലേബർ 
കോടതിയുടെ 

അംഗീകാരത്തിനായി അപേക്ഷിക്കുന്നതിന് സമ്മതിക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്തു . 

I. D. 8/79 സംബന്ധിച്ച് ഉഭയകക്ഷികളും ഒരു തർക്കവും പരസ്പരം 
ഉന്നയിക്കുന്നതല്ല , 

3. I pass an award in terms of the above settlement between the 
parties . 
(Camp) Trichur , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
7-5-1981. 

Presiding Officer 


Kerala Gazette No. 24 dated 16th Jun 1931 . 
PARTI 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 207/81/LBR . Dated, Trivan Irun , 9th February 1931. 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Palakuzha Service Co-operative Society Ltd. No. 
E. 81, akuzha P. Ó . and the workman of the above establishment Shri 
D. Narayanan Namboodiri, Puthenpura Illam , Kozhippilly, Karamala 
P.O., (via ). Koothattukulam received by Government on 30-1-1981 
is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 23rd day of January , 1981 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SG., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 179 of 1979 
(Old No. 1. D. 91 of 1977 ) 

Between 
The President, Palakuzha Service Co -operative Society Ltd. No. 

E. 81, Palakuzha P. O. 

And 
The workman of the above establishment Shri D. Narayanan 
Namboodiri, Puthenpura Illam , Kozhippilly, Karamala P. 0., 

via . Koothattukulam 
Representations: 
Shri Mathews P. Mathew , 

For Management 
Advocate, Ernakulam . 
Shri T. M. Mohamed Youseff, 

For Workman 
Advocate , Cochin - 11 

AWARD 
Dismissal of Shri D.Narayanan Namboodiri, a Salesman of a ration 
shop, by the Co-operative Society which owns that shop and employed him , 
is the issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) 
No. 1190/77/LBR dated 6-10-1977, 

2. The workman in his claim statement contends that he was 
dismissed without any reasonable basis or a proper enquiry and that therefore 
he is entitled to reinstatement. The Management on the other hand 
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contends that the workman was guilty of misappropriation and other 
misconducts meriting the punishment. It is the further case of the Manage 
ment that there was a proper domestic enquiry in which it was found that 
the workman was so guilty . 

3. When the case came up wor evidence on the above rival contentions 
it was reported by both sides that the matter is amicably settled between the 
parties outof court. A memorandum of settlement was also filed requesting 
that an award may be passed in its terms. In view of that settlement it is 
unnecessary to proceed further with the adjudication . All that I need do 
in the circumstances is to pass an award in terms of the settlement which is 
appended hereto as an " Annexure" . I do so . 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
23-1-1981 

Presiding Officer 
ANNEXURE 
Before the Labour Court , Ernakulam 

I. D. No. 179 OF 1979 
D. Narayanan Namboodiri 

Workman 
Palakuzha Service Co-operative 
Society Ltd., No. E. 81 

Management 
Petition for compromise filed by the parties to the above industrial 
dispute . 

It is submitted that the above matter has been amicably settled between 
the parties on the terms and conditions enumerated below : 

(i) that the workman will be reinstated in service with effect from 

22-1-81 with continuity of service . 
(ii) It is also agreed that in lieu of the workman agreeing not to 

claim back wages and /or any other monetary benefits what so 
ever which can be calculated in termsof money prior to the 
date of his reinstatement, the management shall pay him a 
consolidated sum of Rs. 5,000 . " The workman will not claim 
anything further by way of back wages (including allowances 
or other benefits whatsoever which can be calculated in terms of 

money ) for the period prior to the date of his reinstatement. 
In view of what is stated herein above it is humbly prayed that this 
Hon ble Court may be pleased to pass an award on the basis of the above 
mentioned terms of settlement and dispose of the I : D. 
Dated this the 21st day of January 1981 . 

(Sd.) 
Workman . 

(Sd.) 
Advocate. 

(Sd.) 
Management. 

(Sd .) 
-Advocate . 


Kerala Gazette No. 24 dated 16th June 1981. 


PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


3. O. (Rt.) No. 340/81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 10th March 1981. 

The award of the Labour Court , Emakulain in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Partner, Royal Coffce Works, S. H. Mount P. o ., 
Kottayam -686006 and their workman viz . Shri K. M. Peter, Poykkaram 
parambil House, Pachalam , Cochin - 12 received by Governinent 
27-2-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the Ind strial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 . 


on 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 21st day of February , 1981 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC . B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 187 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 100 of 1977 ) 

Between 
The Managing Partner, Royal Coffee Works, S. H.Mount P. O., 

Kottayam -686006 . 

And 
The workman of the abova establishment Shri K.M. Peter, 

Poykkaramparambil House, Pachalam , Cochin -12. 
Representations: 
Shri Joseph Mackil, 

For Management 
Advocate, Kottayam - 2. 
Shri K. Balachandran , 

For Workman 
Advocate , Cochin -17 . 
GA. 72 /B 
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AWARD 


Dismissal of Shri K.M. Peter, salesman of the Royal Coffee Works, 
Kottayam , is the issue rcferred for adjudication by Government as per G.O. 
( Rt.) No. 1233177 /LBR dated 12-10-1977. 


2. Certain facts are admitted . The Management concern is a 
partnership having its Head Office at Kottavam and Branches and Depots at 
various other places including a Branch at Ernakulam . 

ShriK. M. Peter, 
a native of Ernakulam , was appointed as a salesman attached to the 
Ernakulain Branch where he had worked as such for 3 years till 9-4-1976. 
His total emoluments at that time was Rs. 195 per mensem in addition to 
batta paid on working days. The nature of his work involved travel in an 
autorickshaw driven by him . Coffee powder which is a product of the 
Management was being distributed by way of sale to various customers in 
and around Ernakulam by Shri Peter. There were no disciplinary procee 
dings against Shri Peter prior to the one started in April 1976 ending in the 
dismissal, the correctnes ofwhich is challenged here. 

3. Shri Peter was called from Ernakulam to the Head Office at 
Kottayam on 10-4-1976 . It is common case that Shri Peter did not work 
for the Management thereafter . The case advanced by Shri Peter in his 
claim statement is that the Management on 10-4-1976 insisted on his signing 
some blank papers at Kottayam and that on his refusal he was manhandled 
by the Management s henchmen . He escaped without further harm on 
account of the timely intervention of some people of the locality who 
interfered attracted by the cries of alarm raised by him . On the same day he 
filed a complaint before the Police Station at Kottayam narrating the details 
of th eincident. He was denied employment when he reported for duty before 
the Ernakulam Branch Manager the next day . It was also noticed that a 
sibstitute was appointed in his place. So he issued a written request to the 
Branch Manager on 12-4-1976 for providing him work . There was no reply 
till 21-4-1976 . What he received on that day was a transfer order in which 
he was intimated that he has to join duty at the Head Office on 26-4-1976 . 
He suspected the bonafides of the Management in issuing such an order of 
transfer especially in the background of the developments of 10-4-1976 . So 
he wrote back to the Management saying that he is not liable to be 
transferred and that he is prepared to work at Ernakulam . The Manage 
ment had initiated disciplinary proceedings against himn raising false allega 
tions that he was absent without leave from 10-4-1976 and that his per 
form nce as a Saleasman was unsatisfactory. Disciplinary proceedings were 
initiated with a view to victimise hin . The Branch Manager at 
Ernakulam was nursing a grudge against him and that is why false allega 
tions were raised against him . He is an innocent victim deserving reinstate 
ment with all benefits . The Enquiry conducted by the Management was 
also not proper and valid . The enquiry Oficer did not act in accordance 
with the principles of natural justice. Îne findings are also perverse . 
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4. The Man , gerent in its written statement contends that th : fer 
formance of the workman was from suisfectory and therefore 1.c w 
transfecto the HeadOmice ,kyan with he bona file in cation of 
giving hia proper traininger Tius Tawful orders of the lanagement 
were flouted wyth . Worker and her fure discipli.cary poco dingswer : 
intitiated. A showcaux : tie : was issued to which no satisfactory 
explaination was offeel. Therefore a domestic quiry was ordered . An 
independent Advoch was appointed as the inquiry Officer. The workman 
participated at the enquiry with the assistance of the Secretary of his Union . 
He was gives all opportunities to defend him elf at the enquiry : The 
Enquiry Officer wasir par jal. Theewas no voilation of any of the principles 
of natural justies. The finding of uilt was rendered on satisfactory proof 
that was available at the enquiry . That finding is not in any way perverse. 
The misconduct proved was serious cnough to iuflict the maximum penalty 
and therefore there are no reazing for interference with that punishment. 

5. In view of the attacl: raised against the domestic enquiry the 
Managemxt examined the Advocate who conducted the enquiry as Miwi 
before me. Ho txd proved Ext. Mltee relovant documents in connection 
with that enquiiy. Ext. M ! (b ) is the indings reudered by the Er:quiry 
Officer . When the ca e came up for hearing on the question of the validity 
of the domestic enquiry it was conceded by the learned counsel appearing 
on behali of the workman that therewas in fact a proper domestic enquiry 
in form and procedure and the only complaint pressed is that the evidence 
adduced at the domestic enquiry is far from convincing to su ; port the 
findingsreached . At this stage it was agreed by both sides that a composite 
award itself can be passed without a preliminary order on the question of 
the validity of the domestic enquiry . It was conceded by the Management 
that it had adduced all it evidence and therciore it does not want an 
additional opportunity to adduce fresh evidence before this Court. 

6. In view of the concessionsmade by both sides I need only sautinis 
the evidence let in at the domestic enquiry to see whether the charges raised 
against the workman are establish d . The char es are four in number. 
They were raised in Ext. P45 ( I am referring to the exhibits as they are 
marked at the domestic enquiry ) show cause notice dated 29-4-1976 . 

They 
are ( 1) refusal to obey the tronsler order to Kottayam ; (2 ) absence from 
duty without leave or permission from 10-4-1976 ; (3 ) raising false 
allegation that the Management manhandled him on 10.4-1976 with intend 
to harm the reputation and goodwill of the estab isanent and (4 ) unsatis 
factory performance as the Salesman . Under the last head it was further 
mentioned that the turnover of sales was poor in addition to the fact that 
there were several complaints against Shri Peter from the customers. It 
was also said that the vehicle (autorickshaw ) belonging to the establishment 
was put to unauthorised use . 

7. Asmany as five witnesses were examined in the Management at the 
domestic enquiry. They are referred there as PWs. I to 5. PWI is the 
Managing Partner of the Manag men firm . PW2 Shri Gopin than was the 
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Ernakulam Branch Manager at the relevant time. PWs. 4 and 5 are co 
employees of Shri Peter. PW3 claims that he was a customer of the 
Management firm . 

8. The Management had proved Ext. P36 as a complaint filed before 
it by PW3 on 20-12-1976 . What is stated therein is that PW3 was a regular 
customer buying coffee powder from the Salesman of this Management and 
that Shri Peter was not continuing the supply . PW3 states in his evidence 
that he wasnot supplied coffee powder by the Salesman for two years prior 
to the date of his examination . He was examined on 7-7-1976 . What is 
mentioned in Ext. P36 is that the interruption in the supply was 
immediately prior to the date of the complaint. That averment conflicts 
with his evidence. It is also pertinent to note that the Management did not 
take any action on the basis of Ext. P36 . Ext. P36 is written on a plain 
paper and it is easy to create such a document at any time. In the ordinary 
course the Management would have initiated some action on the basis of 
Ext. P36 complaint immediately on its receipt if in fact such a complaint was 
filed ag is claimed by PWs. 1 to 3. The only reasonable inference that could be 
drawn from the attendant circumstances is that I W3 who is easily available to 
the Management, was utilised to create a document like Ext. P36 . Exts. P34 
and P35 stated to be similar complaints of other customers are not proved by 
the examination of the complainants. So no reliance can be placed on 
those docu nents . 

9. Ext. Pi, an admitted extract of the volume of work turned out by 
Shri Peter in March 1975 and the corresponding month in 1976 , is relied on 
by the Management to show that there was a substantial decline in the 
turnover. Exts. P2 to P33 are daily statements filed by Shri Peter in 
March 1975 and March 1976 and it is on the basis of those statements that 
Ext. P1 extract was prepared . Ext. pi shows that as against the sale of 
1688.350 Kgs. in March 1975 the sale in March 1976 was only 
1445.300 Kgs. The fall is to the tune of 243.050 Kgs. Ext. Pl gives the 
quantum of petrol consumed by the vehicle in the two months. The 
consumption in March 1975 was 532.94 litres. The figure for March 1976 
was 398.24 litres. The difference is 134.70 litres. The attempt made is to 
show that the required effort was notmade to cover all the area and that is 
how the fall in the turnover occurred . 

10. PW2 had stated in his evidence that a minimum target was fixed for 
Shri Peter. That was the sale of 1200 Kgs. of coffee powder a month . It is 
also stated by PW2 that an extra commission is paid to the Salesman by way 
of incentive on sales above the minimum target. It is true that the tuinover 
in March 1975 was far above the minimum target. But the sales in 
March 1976 also showed an appreciable quantity above the minimum 
tirget. It is also very important to notice that the Management had pro 
duced the papers and figures for two months alone. It is highly unsafe to 
the work 

Salesman the basis of the results 
for two months alone. An assessment in a reasonable way can be made 
only by looking at the figures for a continuous period . It may be that the 
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turnover of January and February of 1976 are higher than those of the 
corresponding months of 1975. It is easy for the Management to produce 
the papers for two months which are advantageous to them . In these state 
of affairs no reliance can be placed on Exts. Pl to P33 to come to a safe 
conclusion that the standard of efficiency of Shri Peter was deteriorating . 

11. The other charge of unsatisfactory performance is in the matter 
of dealing with the autorickshaw handled by Shri Peter . The case is that 
Shri Peter was putting the autorickshaw to unauthorised use . The details 
of the unauthorised uses are not mentioned in Ext. P45 show cause memo. 
The details were introduced for the first time at the enquiry through PWs. 4 
and 5 and Exts. P37 and P38 complaints said to have been filed by those 
witnesses respectively. In Ext. P37 dated 31-12-1975 said to have been 
filed by PW4 it is said that Shri Petter had told PW4 Shri Balakrishnan 
that he is providingtraining a particular person as driver in the autorickshaw 
and that the matter may be kept as a secret. What is stated in Ext. P37 and 
sworn to by PW4 is that the conversation occurred on the evening of 
10-11-1975 at Patel talkies and that PW4 also wanted to utilise the facility 
to learn driving for which Shri Peter insisted on a fee of Rs. 100. PW4 
was not amenable to pay the fee because the vehicle belonged to their 
Company: PW4 further swears that he had occasion to see Shri Peter 
driving the authorickshaw with a stranger in it. In one night on a 
subsequent date. According to the witness Shri Peter did not stop even 
though the witness waved his hand as a signal for stopping it. Therefore 
he had subsequently told the Branch Manager that the authorickshaw is 
being put to improper use . As repuired by the Manager he gave the 
complaint Ext. P36 in writing. 

12. This story of PW4 is far from convincing . The witness himself 
had admitted in cross- examination that he is not on talking terms with 
Shri Peter. Of course he says that they are at loggerheads only after the 
conversation at Patel talkies. It is not known as to why Shri Peter, who 
was adopting some clandestine affair with the Company s property, should 
have conveyed it in confidence to PW4 and thereafter warned hiin not to 
tell it to the Branch Manager. If we go by the statement of PW4 he fell 
out with Shri Peter on 10-11-1975 evening itself . Even then he did not 
report the matter to theManagement. If as a matter of fact he was not 
in good terms with Shri Peter than there was no probability for him to have 
waved at Peter when the latter was driving the autorickshaw on a subsequent 
day . There is no reason why PW4 should have delayed his report to the 
Manager of the clandestine use till 31-12-1975. The Manager who is 
said to have received the complaint Ext. P37 on 31-12-1975 did not take 
any action on its basis till the relationship between Shri Peter and the 
Management became strained in April . The reasonable inference 
that could be drawn from these circumstances is that the services of PW4 
are utilised to fabricate a complaint like Ext. P37 on a plain paper when 
such a document was necessary for the purpose of the Management. He 
was also readily available to give evidence. No reliance therefore can be 
placed on the evidence of PW4 and Ext. P37 . 
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13. PW5 is the author of Ext. P38 complaint. His evide ce in 
accordance with that complaint is to the effect that Shri Peter had pro nis d 
to train him as an autorickshaw driver in the Company s vehicle at the 
concessional rate of Rs. 50 and that he was trained for a few days on 
payment of the initial " dakshina" of Rs. 5 and that he was not in a position 
to pay the balance and therefore it was adjusted towards the fee for 
preparing sale statements which Shri Peter himself was bound to prepare . 
Ext. P38 complaint is dated 29-12-1975 . The Management did not ask any 
explanation from Shri Peter on the basis of that complaint. It is also 
pertinent to note that the details of this complaint were not mentioned in 
the charge. PW5 is a casual worker whose continuance in service depends 
on the sweet will and pleasure of the Management. It is very easy for the 
Management to persuade a witness accordingly like PW5 to sign a complaint 
like Ext. P38 and to give evidence in a domestic enquiry. The evidence 
of this witness cannot in the circumstances be accepted safely . 

14. The attempt of the Management to prove that Shri Peter was not 
turning outsatisfactory work has not succeeded . The complaint that Shri Peter 
was slack in his work is seen to have been raised after the relationship 
between Shri Peter and the Management became strained . It is the admitted 
case that Shri Peter was called to the Head Office on 10-4-1976 . It 

case that Shri Peter did not work for this Management 
thereafter. Of course the Management s case is that Shri Peter had 
abandoned the work . But the document available when viewed in the 
sequence of events would indicate that the case is not true and the version of 
Shri Peter is correct . The first document available after the incident 
on 10-4-1076 is Ext. P42 later written by Shri Peter to the Ernakulam 
Branch Manager. Therein he had stated that he was assaulted at the 
Head Office on 10-4-1976 and that a complaint had been preferred 
about it before the Police . It is also stated therein that he was denied 
work from 12-4-1976 . This letter was replied to by the Management 
only on 21-4-1976 and that is Ext. P43. There it was said that Shri Peter 
had abandoned work from 10-4-1976 and that the allegation regarding 
assault is false. It was also mentioned therein that Shri Peter s perfor 
mance as a Salesman is very poor . So these three allegations were raised 
only when Shri Peter had complained that hewas denied employment. In 
addition to the above allegations Shri Peter was told in Ext.P43 that 
he is under orders of transfer to Kottayam . Therein he was told further 
that the transfer is necessary to give further training to Shri Peter under 
the direct supervision of the Head Office . It is admitted that Shri Peter 
went to Kottayam on 10-4-1976 . Shri Peter s case that he had filed 
complaint before th : Police Station is not denied as such by the Manage 
ment . PWI only says that he is not aware of the filing of such a complaint. 
However Shri Peter had stated atleast in Ext. P42 dated 13-4-1976 that 
he had filed a complaint before the Police alleging assault against the 
Management . Naturally Shri Peter must have filed a complaint before 
the Police as is stated in Ext . P42 . It is not known as to why an 
employee should have raised a complaint without any provocation or 
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rcasonal le basis against the Management before the Police. It is true 
that Shri Peter did not adduce indipendent cvidence in support of the 
allegation of assault. It is not possible in the ordinary cor.e for him to have 
obtained the servic s of witnesses on the premises of the Management 
at Kottayam to give evidence in his favur. So we have o infer matters 
from the attendant circunstances The probability is more in favour of 
accepting the case of Shri Peter tia : there was some unpleasant develop 
ment at Kottayam when he was sucianoaed there on 10-4 1976. Regarding 
that he filed a complaint before the Police . He has rais d the cmplaint 
of denial of employment on 13-4-1976 itself . The Mangement did not 
deny the allegation till 21-4-1976 . What happened on 21-4-1976 is the 
issue of Ext P43 whtrein the allegations are raised for the first time and a 
transfer is effected . It is evident in the circumstances that the allegations 
were raised by the Management as a counterblast to the complaints raised 
by Shri Peter. So the Management s case that Shri Peter s performance 
as a Salesman was unsatisfactory and that he had misused the 

vehicle 
of the Management cannot be accepted . Those allegations were raised 
without any bona fides. So charge No. 4 is not established. Shri Peter 
is not guilty of the allegations contained under charge No.4 . 

15. Now we come to the second charge of absence without leave or 
permission from 10-4-1976 . The charge is that the workman was absent 
even on 10-4-1976 when as a matter oi fact he had appeared before the 
Head Office on summons on that day . That means that the absence 
on 10-4-1976 is characterised as a misconduct when as a matter of fact the 
absence on that day was not without permission or intentional. As already 
mentioned the absence for the subsequent days is only because of denial 
of employment and not ab indonment. So the second charge is also not 
established . The Enquiry Officer did not consider the aspects favourable 
to the workman when he simply said that the absence is wel established . 
So I acquit the workman of the second charge also . 

16. Next in the sequence of events is charge No. 3 which relates 
to the allegation of assault. The Manag ,ment s case is that the allegation 
of assault was raised without bona fides. The circumstes dis ussed 
earlier indicate that Shri Peter had been summoned to the Head Office 
on 10-4-1976 

Shri Peter had raised a c mplaint before the Police on the 
same day as is stated by him . The same complaint is repeated in his letter 
Ext.P42 dated 13-4-1976 . of course there is only the contention of 
Shri Peter in support of his case. In the circumstances of this case it was 
not possible for Peter to adduce indepen lent evidence to substantiate the 
allegation of assault. In all probability the allegation of assault was raised 
cn reasonable basis. That cannot therefore be treated as a misconduct. The 
fieding that he is guilty of charge No. 3 cannot also be supported . 
17. Now we are left with charge No. 1. That relates to cisobe 

That orde : is Ext. P13. It 
dience of the order of transfer . 
dated 21-4-1976 . A reading of Ext. P43 would indicate that the transfer 
was ordered as a punishment. I say so because the allegations which are 
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the basis of the other charges are narrated therein and Shri Peter was told 
that he is transferred to give him further training under the Head Office. 
There cannot be any dispute that the Management can transfer its 
employees from a Branch to the Head Office vice versa for proper reasons. 
But transfer should not be used as a weapon to victimise a workman by 
way of a punishment without giving him an opportunity to defend himself . 
Ext.P43 transfer order would indicate that the Management had jumped 
into the conclusion that the workmen is guilty of various misconducts 
necessitating a transfer. Such an order is not within the lawful powers of 
transfer which the Managen ent has. So theworkman who had the bitter 
experience at Kottayam on the 10th of April had to be on his guard and 
he was perfectly right in stating in his reply Ext. P44 that he is not 
prepared to go to Kottayam in obedience to the order . It is also important 
to notice that this workman , who was paid a monthly salary of Rs. 195 at 
Ernakulam where he has his own house , was transferred to Kattayam a 
distant place where he could not have discharged his duties with the salary 
that was being earned as effectively as at his native place . Suffice it to say 
that the transfer order of the Management was a punitive action the disobe 
dience of which cannot be treated as a misconduct for punishment. I acquit 
the workmen of that charge also . 

18. From what has been stated above it is clear that the workman is 
not guilty of any of the charges.. So he was dismissed for no fault of him . 

19. What remains to be cosnidered is the relief which the workman 
is entitled. The normal rule is reinstatement with arrears in back wages. 
But reinstatement in the peculiar circumstances of this case will only be 
detrimental to the interests of both sides. The workman is seen to have 
raised serious allegations against the Management. He had even stated in 
the oral statement before the Enquiry Officer that this Management is keeping 
duplicate accounts to get rid of tax liabilities and that the workman is 
aware of those secrets. The duties involved are that of a Salesman in whom 
the Management has to repose confidence . To ask the Management to 
reinstate this workman in the circumstances will only be creating further 
unpleasant developments. In these state of affairs the adequate compen 
sation in lieu of reinstatement will be advantageous to both sides. 

20. The inonthly emoluments of the workman at the time of dismissal 
in 1976 was Rs. 195. There must have been periodical increments aud 
revisions. When taking into account those increments also the average 
pay per nensem can be fixed at Rs. 250. By the time the award is 
published and takes effect a period of five years would have elapsed from 
the date of denial of employment in April 1976. Wages for five years 
calculated at the rate of Rs. 250 per mensem come to Rs. 15,000 . This 
the Management will pay the worker. An equal amount as compensation 
in lieu of reinstatement will also be paid by the Management. The 
Management will also pay cost to the tune of Rs. 1,000 (Rupees onc 
thousand only ) to the workman . 
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21. In the result an award is passed as indicated above. This award 
shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from the date of its 
publication in the Government Gazette . 


(Camp) Munnar, 

21-2-1981 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 


Appendi: 
Mitness examined on the Management s side: 
MWI Shri V.T. Mani. 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side: 
Ext. MI. Enquiry file . 

MI (a ). Statement of Shri Peter (in Ext.MI file ) 
Mi (b ). Report of the enquiry Officer 
( in Ext. Mi file) . 


dated 


5-8-1976 
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Kerala Gazette No. 24 dated 16th June 1981. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 227 /81/LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 17th February 1981 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute , 
between the President, Manakunnam Village Service Co -operative Bank 
Ltd., No. 3853 , Udayamperoor, Madakavu, P.O., (via ) Thripunithura 
and their workmen represented by the President, Kerala Co - operative 
Employees Federation Taluk Committee , Kanayannur received by 
Government on 4-2-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 31st day of January , 1981 

Present: 
SHRIJN . SUKUMARAN , B. sc ., B. L., 

Presiding officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 219 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 18 of 1978) 

Between 
The President, Manakunnam Village Service Co-operative Bank Ltd. 
No. 3853, Údayamperoor, Madakavu P. O., (via) Thripunithura 

And 
The workmen of the above establishment represented by the 
President, Kerala Co-operative Employees Federation Taluk 

Committee, Kanayannur 
Representations : 

M /s. M. V. Joseph & A. V. Xavier , 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 

For Management. 
Shri Joseph Franklin , 
Advocate, Ernakulam . 

For Union . 


G.A. 52 / V . 
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AWARD 
The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G.O.(Rt.) 
No. 619/77 / LBR dated 21-5-1977 is the dismissal of Shri V.K. Vijayan by 
his employer, a Co-operative Society . 

2. The dismissal was after a domestic enquiry . The Managementin its 
written statement contends that the workman was found guilty in a domestic 
enquiry of serious acts of misconduct meriting the punishment of dismissal 
and therefore there are no reasons to interfere with that punishment. The 
Union in its claim statement as well as the rejoinder while challenging the 
validity of the domestic enquiry states that the workman innocent of the 
charges was punished by way of victimisation on account of his active 
participation in the affairs of the Union . 

3. The case wascoming for evidence relating to the validity of the domes. 
tic enquiry . Then it was reported by both sides that the workman is no more 
and the relief of reinstatement has therefore become impossible. It was agreed 
by both sides that anaward can be passed settling the legitimate dues payable 
to the deceased workman as payable to his legal representatives as though he 
had been discharged on the date of death in 1978 . 

4. The workman as per the admitted pleadings had continous service 
from the 1st ofNovember 1963. He died in 1978. The benefit that he is 
entitled is gratuity for this interval which on calculation comes to 15 years. 
Admittedly his salary at the time of dismissal was Rs. 185 per mensem . 
The gratuity payable is 74 months wages at Rs.185 per mensem . This works 
out to Rs. 1,387.50 (Rupees one thousand, three hundred and eighty seven 
and paise fifty only ). The management Society will pay this amount to the 
legal representatives of the deceased workman . An award to that effect is 
passed . 


Ernakulam , 
31-1-1981 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 
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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 453 /81/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 28th March 1981. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the United Pencil Industries, Cheruvannur, Teroke and their work 
men represented by the Match Timber Plywood Workers Union , Cheru 
vannur , Feroke reccived by Government on 21-3-1981 is hereby pullislied 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act 
XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


Defore the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 

Dated this the 24th day of February, 1981 . 


Present: 
SHRI T.M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer. 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 68/77 

Betrveen 
The United Pencil Industries, Cheruvannur, Ferokc. 

And 
TheMatch Timber Plywood Workers Union , Cheruvannur, Feroke 
Represented by : 

Sri P. P. Balan , 
Advocate, Calicut. 

For the Management. 
Sri P. Ramankutty Menon , 
Advocate, Calicut. 

For the Union . 
GA 90 /B . 


- 
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AWARD 


1. This Industrial Dispute between the above parties regarding the dis 
missal of three workers namely Sri V.P Sidarthan , T. Rajan s/o Sanku , and 
T. Rajan s/o Krishnan and the relief thereof was referred to this court for 
adjudication as per G.O.Rt.No. 1108 /77 /LBR dated 20-9-1977. The case 
was taken on file and notices issued to the above parties. They entered 
appearance and filed statements. 

2. It is contended in the claim statement filed by the Union , that the 
three workers were issued charge sheets to the effect that on 9-7-1975 at 
about 10.30 a . m . they obstructed other workers from doing their work and 
also tampered with sandpaper machine. An explanation denying the 
charges and stating the true facts was filed . The domestic enquiry conducted 
by themanagement was not a proper one. During the enquiry the manager 
of the concern Sri Devadasan , a clerk of the concern , Sri T. Raghavan and 
the foreman Sri Koru were present. The workman objected to their 
presence and requested the enquiry officer to have only the witnesses to be 
examined at the enquiry and also a representative of the management. The 
same was not done. Hence they could not take part in the enquiry , and 
had no other alternative but to abstain from the enquiry. Later they were 
informed that the enquiry officer found them guilty of the charges and 
consequently they were dismissed from service. The enquiry was one sided . 
Sufficient opportunities was not given to the workmen to take part in the 
Same. It was not fair, proper and in conformity with the principles of 
natural justice. The action of the management in framing charges against 
the workman and dismissing them from service was without bona fides and 
amounts to victimisation . Prior to the alleged incident the workmen were 
the members of the INTUC Union which had the support of the manage 
ment. They resigned from that union and joined the union by named 
“ Match , Timber, and Plywood Workers Union " affiliated to the CITU . The 
same was not liked by the management and had even informed them to 
resign from that Union which the workers did not do. They are office 
Learers of that union and as such are protected workmen . After joining 
the new Union they had placed certain demands before the management for 
improving the service conditions for the workmen . The management did 
not concede to the same. So they sent a notice, informing the management 
that there will be a token strike on 9-7-1975 for one hour between 10.30 a.m. 
and 11.30 a . m . as a protest against the management for not conceding the 
request . Except a few employees all the workers of the factory struck 
work . Only a peacefull strike for one hour was conducted . They did not 
do any hing against the interest of the factory . The token strike was to 
press the demands for wage increase and as a protest against some of the 
workers who are on the side of the management accepting , a wage 
increase of 50 paise offered by the management. There was no violence or 
any loss to the management. Hence they pray for re- instatementwith back 
wages and continuity of service . 
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3. The management in its written statement conten is that the enquiry 
was conducted by Sri R. Vasanth a practising advocate of the Calicut Bar. 
He conducted the enquiry after giving sufficient opportunity to both parti s 
and reported that the above three workmen are guilty of the charges levelled 
against them . The allegation that the enquiry was not conducted properly 
is not true. The workmen boycotted the enquiry proceedings from the very 
outset. The enquiry had to be adjourned twice at the request of the work 
men . The workers who were present before the enquiry officer protested 
against the management s observer participating in the enquiry. The 
enquiry officer overruled their objection and the workers left the place 
even before the enquiry officer was able to record their objection . The 
finding of the enquiry officer is correct based on the materials available 
before him . There was no victimisation and the reasons alleged for the 
sameare baseless. The management never favoured or dis- favoured any 
Union . The INTUC Union members have been made answerable for mis 
conduct but those proceedings were dropped on the uncondi 
tional apology tendered by the parties concerned. The dismissed 
workers are not protected workmen and they have not been recognised as 
such . During the month of June 1975 there was some restlessness in the 
factory from 4-6-1975 onwards. The factory was not working due to the 
stay in strike by the workmen . There was only one Union at that tinie 
affiliated to the INTUC . The said Union placed a charter of demands. 
The management was not in a position to concede to that demands. The 
workmen indulged in violent activities and themanagement was forced to 
initiate punishment proceedings. The dispute was settled before the district 
Labour Officer on 16-6-1975 and a memorandum settlement was drawn . 
T. Rajan one of the workmen in this was also a party to that settlement as 
Secretary of the factory committee. The charges were not pursued as the 
union officials tendered un -conditional apology for the incident of switching 
off of the main switch of the factory 4-6-1975 and on the undertaking that 
such incidents will not be repeated . An increase of 50 paise per day in the 
wages was allowed by the managementwhich was accepted by a section of 
the employees. The other section passed a resolution against the imple 
mentation of the wage increase and also resorted to strike work between 
10.30 a.m. and 11.30 a.m. on 9-7-1975 . Inspite of the sequest of the 
management the workmen in this along with one Prem Bası indulged in 
switching off the mo:or of the sandpaper machine and prevented the worker 
who was tightening the hydrolic press, prevented workers in the shapening 
machine by knocking the shaft belt lever and by switching off the motor ia 
the laith machine while work was going on in that section and causing 
monetary loss to the management. The above action cannot be termed as a 
peaceful strike and according to the accepted principles of labour practice 
for enforcing collective bargain . It is utter violence offending and destroying 
the industrial harmony and manufacturing proce:s. The management 
considered the finding of the enquiry officer and other relevant circumstances 
and came to the conclusion that the workmen deserve the maximum punish 
ment and keeping them in service will be a hever ending t:ou .c. 
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ment. 


Hence the management was compelled to dismiss the workers from service . 
The workers are employed elsewhere . They are not entitled for re-instate. 
ment or back wages. 

4. The union filed a rejoinder containing that the averments in Para 
3 to 6 of the statement of the management are in correct. 

The punishments 
awarded to the workmen is excessive. The dismissal of the employees was 
unwarranted . 

5 . On the above pleadings the issue that arises for consideration is 
whether the dismissal of the workmen named in the reference is justifiable 
and if not to the relief to which they are entitled. 
6. Issue. The workmen in this were the employees of the manages 

A domestic enquiry was conducted into the charges levelled against 
them . Exhibit Mi is the proceedings of the enquiry and the report of the 
enquiry officer finding the workman guilty of the first charge levelled against 
them . Accepting the finding of the enquiry officer , the management issued 
cxhibit Milto M13 show cause notices to show cause as to why appropriate 
acti n should not be taken against them . Exhibit M14 is the reply of the 
workmen challenging the propriety of the domestic enquiry and contending 
that they are not guilty as found by the enquiry officer . Thereafter the 
management as per exhibit M3 to M5 dismissed the workman from service . 
Tae management tendered onemonth s pay to the workmen by money order 
which was refused by two workmen and as such was returned to the remiter . 
Since the initial of the third workman was not correct, the same was also 
returned . Exhibit M16 series show the same. The challenge made by the 
workmen against vali lity and propriety of the domestic enquiry conducted 
into the charges levelled against them was considered as a preliminary issue 
and as per the order dated 4-1-1981 it was found that the domestic enquiry 
conducted byMW1was proper, valid and in conformity with the principles 
of natural justice. 

. 7. The question that arises for consideration at present is whether 
punishment awarded to the workmen is appropriate or excessive. 

8. MWI found the charge against Sri V.P. Sidarthan, namely that he, 
on 9-7-1975 at 10.30 a.m.obstructed the worker A , Unniwho was working in 
the Hydraulic press and that he proceeded to the lathe section and switched 
off the motor ihereby obstructed the workers Asokan , Ratnakaran and 
Upendran who were working there as proved . The charge against T. Rajan 
son of Sanku namcy that he on 9-7-1975 at about 10.30 a.m. obstructed the 
worker A. Unni w rking in th : Hydraulic press and further proceed to the 
shaping machine and obstructed P. Koru and P. Rajan who were working 
thereby_stopping the said ach was found as proved . The charge 
against T. Rajan son of Krishnan namely that he on 9-7-1975 at about 
10.35 a.m. switched off the and paper michine and thereby obstructed the 
work in that section was also found to have been proved . The common 
charge against th : workmen namely that by their alleged acıs they caused 
wrongfullss to the management was found against by MWI on the grand 
that no sufficient data was placed before him to enable him to assets the 
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damage. He also found that the interruption in the production schedule 
would not be very great. The contention of the workmen that the action of 
themanagement in framing charges and conducting the domestic enquiry 
was with the ulterior motive of victimisation has been found as not proved . 
MWI would appear to have cometo the above conclusion on the basis of 
the materials placed before him . As such the same cannot be regarded as 
perverse . 

9 . It is seen from the records produced that the workers in this were 
formerly members of the INTUC Union and that at the instance of the said 
Union the employees of the management had struck work. It is also seen 
that some of the employees during that strike had indulged in switching off 
the main switch and thereby paralysel the work of the establishment. 
ExhibitM2 shows that during the conciliation beforethe District Labour Officer 
regarding that strike the union officials tendered an unc nditional apology 
and assured that such incidents will not be repeated in future . Exhibit M2 
further shows that one of the workmen in this was a signatory to that settle 
ment as facto y committee Secretary. It would appear that thereafter the 
workmen in this along with others resigned from the Union affiliated to the 
INTUC and joined the union called " Match , Timber and Plywood Workers 
Union " . It is affiliated with the CITU . It would appear that the manage 
ment had agreed to incre use the wages of the employees by 50 paise per day 
which was accepted by some of the employees but not by the union ofwhich 
the workmen in this are members. They issued a notice to the management 
informing that the e will be a strike on 9-7-1975 between 10.30 a.m. and 
11.30 a.m. agiinst the action of the management in paying a wage increase 
of 50 paise and in de ying the just demands of the workers . The charges 
against the workers relate to the incidents during the said strike. The right of 
the workers do not extend to obstructing the work and tampering with 
the machinery of the management. It is also seen in exhibit M2 that one 
of the workers in this reference was a party to exhibit M2referred to 
carlier. It would appear that the above circumstances weighed with the 
management in inflicting the punishment of dismissal. As found by the 
domestic enquiry officer, there is no evidence of any monetary loss , apart 
from the oss, if any, by the stoppage of work by the striking workmen and 
the quantum of loss if any. There is no case that any damage was caused to 
the management. No doubt the action of the workmen in this has to be held 
as a high han ed one. If the punishment of an employee from service 
amounts to civil death , then the punishment of dismissal awarded to the 
workmen in this appears to be excessive and quite disproportionate to the 
charges found to have been proved against them . Therefore I am of opinion 
that this is a fit case in which interference of this court under section il.. of 
the Industrial Dispute Act is called for. Since the punishment of dismissal is 
excessive as found earlier the workmen in this are entitled to reinstatement. 
But in view of the fact that they indulged in high handed action as found to 
have been proved by the comestic enquiry officer, inspite of the un 
conditional apology and assurance against repetation of such acts as seen 
from exhibit M2, the workmen cannot be held to be entitled to back wages 
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and continuity of service. Denial of back wages and continuity of service 
will in my opinion , be the appropriate punishment to be awarded for the 
charges found proved . The workmen will be reinstatement in service as it 
they are new entrants. The issue is found accordingly. 

10. In view of my above finding I pass the award holding that the 
punishment of the dismissal awarded to the workmen is excessive, that they 
are entitled to re- instatement as if they are new entrants . They will not be 
entitled to back wages and continuity of service. I ward no costs. 

11. This award would come into force 30 days after the date of its 
publication in the Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant transcribed by her, revised 
corrected and pronounced by me on the 24th day of February , 1981. 


T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN, 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Kozhikode. 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the side of the worker . 

WWI - Sri T. Rajan . 
Documents marked on the side of the worker: 
Ex. WI- Copy of letter dated 23-6-1975 sent by the Union of the 

Management, 
Ex. W2 - Letter dated 27-6-1975 sent by the management. 
Ex. W3— Copy ofmemorandum dated 7-7-1975 . 
Ex. W4 -Copy of letter dated 12-9-1975 sent by Sri T. Rajan to the 

Management. 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management: - 

MW1 - Advocate R. Basant, Kozhikode. 
MW2 - Chitharanjan Das, A., United Pencil Industries, P. B. No. 11, 

Feroke . 
Documents marked on the side of the Management: 

Ex . M 1 - Domestic Enquiry file . 
Ex. M 2 - Memorandum of Settlement. 
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Ex, M 3 - Punishment order . 
Ex. M 4 

do . 
Ex . M 5 

do . 
Ex . M 6 - Memorandum of Settlement. 
Ex. M 7 - Letter sent by the Union of the Management. 
Ex. M 8 – Request to grant wage increase as per settlement. 
Ex . M 9 - Reply to the resolution dated 26-6-1975 . 
Ex. M10 — Letter dated 8-7-1975 of the Management. 
Ex. M11 - Charge and final show -cause notice. 
Ex. M12 

do . 
Ex. M13 

do . 
Ex. M14 — Reply to show - cause notice . 
Ex . M15 - Memorandum of settlement drawn before the 

Labour Officer ,Kozhikode. 
Ex. M16 – M . O. Receipts & M.O. Coupons. 


District 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. ( Rt.) No. 359 /81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 13th March 1981. 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Secretary, Mangalam Service Co-operative Society Ltd., P. O. 
Mangalam and their work nan Sri M. Sreedharan , Mannarath House , 
P. O. Mangalam Tirur -2 received by Government on 10-3-1981 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central 
Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 


Before the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 24th day of February, 1981. 

Present 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN B. A., B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 13/78. 

Between 
The Secretary, Mangalarn Service Co -operative Society Ltd., P. O. 
Mangalam . 

And 
Sri M. Sreedharan , Mannarath House , P. O. Mangalam Tirur-2. 
Represented by : 

Sri. Prakash Kottai, 
Advocate, Calicut. 

For the Management 
Sri P. S. Girish , 
Advocate, Calicut. 

For the Worker. 
G A. 69 /V . 


AWARD 
1. This Industrial Dispute between the above parties regarding the 
denial of employment to Sri M. Sreedharan Attendant-cum - sales man was 
referred to this Court for adjudication as per G. O. Rt. No. 260 /78 / 
L & H dated 15-2-1978 . The case was taken on file and notices issued to 
both parties . They entered appearance and filed statements . 

2 . In the claim statement the workman contends that he was a worker 
under the management and had worked up to and including 21-7-1976 
continuously for a period of two and a half years . The work done by the 
workman is now being done by a new hand . There was no complaint 
against the workman . His service conditions were changed by the manage 
ment without a notice and which amounts to violation of Section 9 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. The management denied work to the workman 
without any sufficient reasons and dismissed him from service. The said 
action is devoid of any bona fides and with ulterior motion . The action 
is against all accepted principles of Industrial Disputes Act and natural 
justice. 

3 . The management in its written statemeat denies the contention 
that it denied employment to the workman . There was no post 

of 
attendant-cum -salesman under the management. The avernment that the 
workman had worked continuously for a period of two and a half years 
is incorrect . The workman used to make available his services when 
ever he had time to spare . The workman was doing service at a particular 
time to several persons. He was occasionally visiting the Management. 
The contention that at present there is a post of attendant- cum -salesman 
is correct and it is done by one R. P. Thami. There was no relationship of 
employer and employee between the management and the workman . There 
was no denial of employment or dismissal from service since there was no post 
of attendant- cum -salesman . The management had no occassion to 
appoint or dismiss the workman . There was no necessity of a notice 
being issued to him . The contention that themanagement acted against 
the principles of Industrial disputes act and natural justice is incorrect. 
The workman is not entitled to the relief claimed . 

4. In his rejoinder the workman contence that the case of theManage 
ment, that there was no post of attendant- cum -salesman is incorrect. 
There was that post and the workman was doing work in that post for a 
continuous period of 23 years. The contention that he was doing service 
to several other persons at a particular time is incorrect. He was working 
only under the management. The management had appointed the work 
man and dismissed him from service without following the provisions of 
the Industrial Disputes Act. Hence he claims re -instatement . 

5. The issue that arises for consideration is " is the denial of employ 
ment to Sri M. Sreedharan justified ? " 
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6 . Issue : - The case of the workman is that he was employed as 
attendant-cum -salesman by the management and had put in continuous 
service of 24 years till and inclusive of 21-7-1976 . when he is alleged to 
have been denied employment or 

dismissed from service 

without any 
justifiable reasons. Therefore he claims a re-instatement. The management 
denies the employer and employee relationship and contence that the 
workman in this is not entitled to claim the benefit under the industrial 
disputes, act, as he was never employed as attendant-cum -salesman . It 
also denies the continuous, service alleged by the workman . It further 
contence that the workman in this wasworking for several other persons and 
whenever he had spare time he had work :d for the management. It denies 
the case of the denial of employrnent or dismissed from service. The 
evidence of the workman is that he began work under the management 
from 21-7-1973 onwards and was working continuously till and inclusive 
of 21-7-1976 . If the above period is taken in to account it will be more 
than 24 years of continuous work . But the case in the claim statement 
is that the workman had worked continuously for 2 years till and 
inclusive of 21-7-1976 . The evidence of the workman shows that he has 
not been issued any appointment order . He did not produce any document 
to show that the then board of directors appointed him . It there are 
any documents or resolution of the board of directors showing the 
appointment of the workman as attendant-cum -salesman with the manage 
ment, there is no reason why the workman did not take any steps to get 
those documents produc:d . In the absence of any records it is not possible 
to hold that the workman was appointed as attendant- cum -sales man 
which is disputed by the management. The contention of the manage 
ment that the workman was attending to several other persons and that 
he worked under the management only when he could spare some time also 
cannot be hold to have been established in this case , in the absence of 
any independent evidence to support the same. WW1 in his evidence had 
denied that he was working for other persons as alleged by the manage 
ment. There is only the interested testimony of MWI in support the case 
of the management. The interested testimony of MWI is not sufficient to 
show that the workman in this was doing work for other persons during 
the period when he is alleged to have worked under the management. 
The documents produced in this case , that is, exhibits M2, M3 show that 
the post of the attendant-cum -sales man was created in the establishment 
only in July , 1976 and appoin ment made in August 1976. The same 
shows that the case of the workman that he was appointed as attendant 
cum -sales man in July 1973 cannot be accepted as correct. Exhibit M2 and 
M3 disproves that case. For the above reasons it cannot be hold that the 
workman was appointed as attendant-cum -sales man under the manage 
ment. 

7. The case of the workman is that he was denied employment or 
dismissed from service after 21-7-1976 . Eventhough the management 
denies the denial of employment and dismissal from service , it admits 
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that WW1 did not work under the management after that date. 

The case 
of WWI is that he was denied employment or dismissed from service 
after 21-7-1976 . The samemore or less appears to be correct because it 
was the common case that one 

Thami was selected for appointing as 
attendant-cum -sales man and exhibit M4 shows that it was the above 
Thami who was doing work of selling of manure to the customers after 
21-7-1976. The case of the workman is that he was denied employment 
without re-course to the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act and 
principles ofnatural justice and as such the denial of employment is invalid . 
The contention of the management as stated earlier is the denial of 
relationship . It also conteds that the workman did not put in 240 days 
of work within a period of 12 months ever since he is stated to have been 
doing work for the management. It is true that if a particular year is 
taken into account to compute 240 days of work , then the workman will 
not be found to have worked for 240 days. In this case the case of the 
workman is that he was appointed in July 1973 and denied employment 
in July 1976. That the appointment was in the month of July was not 
seriously disputed by the management either in the cross-examination of 
WW1 in th evidence of MWI. Exhibit Mi the bundle containing 
vouchers passed by WW1 also shows that they were issued from July 1974 
onwards. 

The same also supports that the work done by WW1 was from 
the month of July . It is the common case that the workman worked 
till and inclusive of 21-7-1976 . Therefore the period of 12 months will 
have to be reckoned immediately before July 1976. If done so exhibit 
Mi (bundle of vouchers) will show that the workman had worked for more 
than 240 days during the period of 12 months. Therefore the workman 
must be held to have been incontinuous service prior to the denial of the 
employment alleged according the section 25B of the Act. It is not the 
case of the management that the workman was retrenched as per section 
25F of the Act . I have stated earlier that the case of the management 
that the workman was doing work for several others and was doing work 
under the management only when he could spare time to do that has not 
been established in this case . WW1in his evidence admitted that one 
Kunhi Mohammed had passed vouchers similar to exhibit Ml and stated 
that he does not know whether one Abdulla and Velayudhan had passed 
similar vouchers. The vouchers if any passed by the above persons have not 
been produced . The admission ofwwi that Kunhi-Mohamed had passed 
similar vouchers will not carry the case of the managament because there 
is nothing to show that Kunhi Mohamed had worked for a period of 240 days 
during a span of 12 months. MW1 in his evidence admitted that there 
are no documents to show that 

cept WW1 any other person had worked 
in the manure depot from July 1974 to 21-7-1976 . In view of the fact that 
the workman had worked for 240 days during a span of 12 months prior to 
July 1976 it has to be hold that he was in continuous service and as such 
the denial of employment to him without re-course to the provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act cannot be hold to be justifiable . Therefore I hold 
that the denial of employment to WW1 is not justifiable. 
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8. The evidence of MWI shows that Thani was not appointed to 
work in manure depot and that Thami was not doing the work which 
was being done by wwi. The same shows that the work which WWI was 
doing is still available under the management. 

9. In view of the above I hold that the mworkman is entitled to 
re-instatement. In view of the evidence ofMwi I direct that the manage 
ment will provide WW1with the same work which he was doing prior to 
the denial of employmen : after 21-7-1976 . The workman is also entitled 
to backwages and continuity of service . Tn : issue is fand accordingly . 

10 . For the above reasons I pass the award holding that the denial of 
employment is not justifiable and as such he is entitled to re- instatement 
with backwages and continuity of service. The management is directed 
to provide the workman with the same work which he was doing prior to the 
denial of employment. I ward no costs. 

11. This award will come into force 39 days after its publication in the 
Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant transcribed by her, revised 
corrected and pronounced by me on the 24th day of February , 1981. 

T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer , 

Labour Court, Kozhikode. 

APPENDIX 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management : 

MWI Sri Konthunni alias, Unni Nambiar , S/o . Sankunni Menon , 

Seema Nivas, P. O. Mangalam . 
Witnesses examined on the side of the worker : 

WWI Sri. M.Sreedharan , P. O. Mangalam . 
Documents marked on the sid : of the Management : 

Ex . MI - Vouchers ( Serics) 
Ex . M2 - Aquittance Roll 
Ex. M3 - Attendance Register 

Ex . M4Vouchers (Series) 
Documents marked on the side of th : worker : 

Ex.WI- letter N ) . IR.4595/76 dated 13-10-1976 of the D.L. 0. 
Malappuram sent to the worker. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 265/81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 24th February, 1981 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the 
dispute between the Director, Mar Augustine Jubilee Memorial Hospital, 
Edappally and their workmen represented by the General Secretary , 
Kerala Private Nursing Home and Medical Shop Employees Union , 
New Santha Bhavan , M. P. Road , Calicut received by Government on 
13-2-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P.GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 
Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Wednesday, the 11th day of February, Nineteen 

hundred and eighty one) 

Present : 
SHRI R.K. VENU NAYAR B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 9/80 

Between : 
The Director ,Mar Augustine Jubilee Memorial 

Hospital, Edappally 

And 
The General Secretary , Kerala Private Nursing Home 
and Medical Shop Employees Union , 

New Santha Bhavan , 
M.P.Road , Calicut. 

AWARD 
An Industrial Dispute existing between the above parties was referred 
to this Tribunal for adjudication by Order No. G.O.Rt. 657/80 /LBR dated 
16-5-1980 . The issues referred are the following - 

1. Wage Revision 
2. Bonus for 1977-78 
3. Variable D. A. 

4 . House Rent Allowance 
G. 58 /J. 
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2. The parties appeared and filed statement, counter- statement and 
rejoinder . On 10-2-1981 when the dispute came up for hearing the parties 
filed a statement saying that the matter has been settled between the parties 
by mutual agreement outside the court. Hence I find that there is no 
industrial dispute now existing for adjudication . 


Camp : Ernakulam , 

11-2-1981 . 


R.K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
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കേരള സർക്കാർ 
ക്യഷി (അഗി) വകുപ്പ് 

വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 101734/ എജി1 /80/ ക്യഷി. 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1981 ജനുവരി, 
ഇൻഡ്യാ ഗവൺമെൻറിൻറ കഷിമന്തി കാര്യാലയത്തിൻറ 

1980 
സെപ്ററംബർ 1 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ ജി . എസ്. ആർ, 506 ( 1 ) എന്ന 
നമ്പർ ഉത്തരവ [1980 സെപ്ററംബർ 11 തീയതി 

ഇൻഡ്യാ ഗവൺ 
മെൻറിൻറെ അസാധാരണ ഗസററ് 11 -ാം ഭാഗം 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ്, (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകു 
പ്പിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധീകരിച്ചത്.) പൊതുജനങ്ങളുടെ അറിവിനായി വീണ്ടും 
പ്രസിദ്ധീകരിക്കുന്നു . 

ഗവർണ്ണരുടെഉത്തരവു പ്രകാരം, 

എം . ജി , വേലപ്പൻ നായർ, 
ഡെപ്യൂട്ടി സെക്രട്ടറി. 


കൃഷിമന്തി കാര്യാലയം 
(കൃഷിയും സഹകരണവും വകുപ്പ്) 

ഉത്തരവ 


ന്യൂഡൽഹി, 1980 സെപ്ററംബർ 1 , 
ജി , എസ്. ആർ. 506 ( ഇ ) -1957- ലെ രാസവള ( നിയ ന്തണ) ഉത്തരവ 
13 -ാം ഖണ്ഡം (1) -ാം ഉപഖണ്ഡത്തിലെ ( ബി ) ഖണ്ഡികയിലെ 

1 -ാം 
ഉപഖണ്ഡികയിൽ എന്തുതന്നെ അടങ്ങിയിരുന്നാലും താഴെ പറയുന്നത് ഉടൻ 
( പാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണെന്ന് കേന്ദ്ര സർക്കാർ ഇതിനാൽ നിര്ദ്ദേശിച്ചി 
രിക്കുന്നു . 

(1) ആസാം സംസ്ഥാനത്ത് നിർമ്മിക്കുന്നഅമോണിയം സൾഫേററും 

യൂറിയയും തേയിലത്തോട്ടങ്ങൾക്ക് മൊത്തമായോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ 
ആസാമിലേയും പശ്ചിമബംഗാളിലേയും 

തേയിലത്തോട്ട് 
ങ്ങൾക്ക് മൊത്തമായി വിൽപ്പന നടത്തുന്നതിനായി ഏജൻസി 
കൾക്കോവ്യാപാരികൾക്കോ വിതരണക്കാർക്കോ വിൽക്കാവുന്ന 

താണ്. 
2 , 1981 ആഗസ്ററ് 

31 -ാം തീയതി വരെ ഈ ഉത്തരവിന് ( പാബല്യ 
മുണ്ടായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 

( നമ്പർ 10-13/78 -എസ്, ടി , യു .) 

എ . ജെ . എസ്. സോഥി, ജോയിൻറ് സെക്രട്ടറി. 
; , 605 

[P.T.o.) 
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Ministry of Agriculture 
(Department of Agriculture & Co -operation ) 

ORDER 


New Delhi, the 1st September , 1980 . 
G. S. R. 506 (E ) .- In pursuance of clause 13A of the Fertiliser 
(Control) Order, 1957, the Central Government hereby directs, with 
immediate effect, that not withstanding anything contained in subparagraph 
(i) of paragraph (b ) of sub -clause (1 ) of clause 13 of the said Order, 

(i) Ammonium Sulphate and Urea manufactured in the State of 

Assam may also be sold in bulk to tea gardens or to agencies 
or dealers or distributors for selling them in bulk also to tea 

gardens in Assam and West Bengal. 
2. This order shall remain in force till the 31st day of August, 1981, 


(No. 10-13 /78 -STU ) 
A.J. S. SODHI, 
Joint Secretary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare (G ) Department 

ORDER 
G. O. (RT)No. 1776 /81/LA & SWD . Dated, Trivandrum , 20th May 1981. 

S. R. O. No. 671 /81. - Under Clause (d ) of sub- rule (3 ) of rule 68 
of the Greater Cochin Development Authority Rules, 1977, the Government 
of Kerala hereby allow the Auditor time up to the 31st March , 1981, to 
furnish the final statement of audit of the Greater Cochin Development 
Authority for the year 1977-78 . 


By order of the Governor, 

K. KESAVA MENON , 
Deputy Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

Under Rule 68 (3 ) (d ) of the Greater Cochin Development Authority 
Rules, 1977, the Examiner of Local Fund Account shall furnish a final state 
ment of audit to the Authority and a duplicate copy thereof to Government 
within a period of 6 months from the end of the year or within such other 
period as the Government may allow in this behalf. The Examiner of 
Local Fund Accounts could not furnish the final statement of audit of the 
Greater Cochin Development Authority for the year 1977-78 within the 
prescribed time. Timeup to 31-3-1981 has be allowed by Government 
for furnishing the final statement of Audit to the Greater Cochin Develop 
ment Authority for the year 1977-78 . This notification is intended to achieve 
the above purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports ( Transport- C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No.6146 /TC2/81/ TF & P . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 20th May 1981. 
S. R. O. No. 672/81. - Whereas representation has been received 
by Government from Sri C. G , Kesavan , Chethikottu House , Choornikkara, 
Alwaye-6 that the vehicle tax for the quarters ended on the 31st December, 
1980 and 31st March , 1981 in respect of the Goods Vehicle bearing registr 
ation No. KLK . 4017 could not be remitted within the prescribed period 
due to financial straie and that extension of time for payment of vehiöle tax 
in respect of the said vehicle may , therefore, be granted 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that cireumstances existed 
that the operator of the said Goods Vehicle could not remit the vehicle 
tax in respect of the sald Goods Vehicle ordinarily kept for use in the State 
for the quarters ended on the 31st December 1980 and 31st March , 1981 
duc to financial strain ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that non -operation of 
the said Goods Vehicle due to non -payment of tax would have caused 
great inconvenience to the public ; 

And whereas, the Government consider it necessary to extend in public 
interest the time for payment of the Vehicle tax for the quarters ended on 
31st December, 1980 and 31st March,1981 in respect of the said Goods 
Vehicle . 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers canferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 ( 19 of 1976 ), read with rule 5 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules, 1975, the Government of Kerala 
hereby order that the vehicle tax for the quarters ended on the 31st 
December, 1980 and 31st March , 1981 in respect of the said Goods Vehicle 
ordinarily kept for use in the State shall be paid on or before the 28th 
February , 1981 together with additional tax payable under section 12 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 read with the notification (5 ) 
No. 33942 /TC2/75-5 /PW . dated the 29th September, 1975 . 


By order of the Governor , 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary . 

{ P.T ... ) 


G. 849 
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Esplanatory Note 
(This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the 
main purpose of the issue of the notification ) . 

Government have received certain representation from the Goods Vehicle 
Operator requesting extension of time for payment of vehicle tax for the 
quarter ended 31st December, 1980 and 31st March , 1981 due to financial 
strain ; 

Government are convinced of the position and in public interest, grant 
extension of time for payment of tax as otherwise these vehiclesmight be put 
out of operation for non - payment of tax causing great inconvenience to the 
public . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Transport, Fisheries and Ports ( Transport- C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 2478 / TC2/81/TF & P . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 21st May 1981 . 
S. R. O. No. 673 /81. — Whereas representations have been received by 
the Government from the Stage Carriage Operators specified in the annexure 
to this notification , that the vehicle tax for the quarter ended on the 31st 
December, 1980 in respect of the stage carriages, particulars of which are 
specified in the said annexure, could not be remitted within the prescribed 
period due to financial strain and that extension of time for payment 
of vehicle tax in respect of these vehicles may, therefore, be granted ; 


And, whereas, the Government are convinced that circumstances existed 
that the operators of the said stage carriages could not remit the vehicle tax 
in respect of the said stage carriages ordinarily kept for use in the State 
for the quarter ended on the 31st December 1980 due to financial strain ; 


And , whereas, the Government are convinced that non - operation 
of the said stage carriages due to non - payment of tax would have caused 
great inconvenience to the travelling public; 


And, whereas, theGovernment consider it necessary to extend in public 
interest the time for payment of the vehicle tax for the quarter ended on the 
31st December, 1980 in respect of the said stage carriages; 


Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 (19 of 1976 ), read with rule 
5 of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules, 1975 , the Government of 
Kerala hereby order that the vehicle tax for the quarter ended on the 31st 
December, 1980 in respect of the said stage carriages ordinarily kept for use 
in the State, shall be paid on or before the 28th February, 1981 together 
with additional tax payable under section 12 of the Kerala Motor Vehicles 
Taxation Act , 1976 read with Notification (5 ) No. 33942/TC2/75-5/ PW . 
dated the 29th September, 1975 . 


G. 852 
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ANNEXURE 


Sl. 
No. 


Name of Stage Carriage 

Operator 


Registration No. 
of Stage Carriage 


1 


Secretary, Quilon District Motor 

Transport Workers Co-opera 
tive Society, Quilon 


KLQ 8521, 5689, 8211, 6779, 

9793, 6867, 8045, 8115 
KLU . 3140 , 55 , 5167, 3445 , 

5027, 3720 , 5470 
KLZ . 331 


2 


3 


KLE 9393 


4 


KLD 9766 


5 


KLD 8030 


6 


KLE 1283 


7 


. KLD 9427 


8 


KRE 2379 


9 


KRE 4056 


Managing Partner, Girija 

Motor Service, Calicut 
Sri A. V. Aravindakshan, 

Ernakulam 
Sri K. O. Ahmed Koya, 

Ernakulam 
Sri S. Ramachandran , Cherai, 

Ernakulam 
Sri Purushothama Shenoi, 

Cherai, Ernakulam 
Sri V. Moidu, Cherai, 

Ernakulam 
Sri M. A. Ibrahim , Nayaram 

balam , Ernakulam 
Sri T. M. Thomas, Paravoor 

Taluk, Ernakulam 
Sri A. G.Muraleedharan , 

Ernakulam 
Smt. K. K. Meenakshi, Eda 

vanakad , Cherai, Ernakulam 
Sri M. y . Thommy, Thayyil 

House , 136, Nehru Nagar, 

Trichur 
Sri N. Jayaprakasan , 

Ernakulam 
Sri K. S. Kunjankutty , 

Ernakulam 
Sri O. Ahammed Koya, 

Njarackal, Ernakulam 
Sri Varghese Xavier , 

Changanassery , Kottayam 


10 


KLF 3025 


11 


KLE 2025 


12 


KLH 183 


. 


13 


KLF 1931 


14 


KLF 655 


15 


KLD 9766 


16 


KLO 


1119 


By order ofthe Governor, 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the 
main purpose of the issue of the notification .) 

Government have received certain representations from the Stage 
Carriage Operators as shown in the annexure requesting extension of 
time for payment of vehicle tax for the quarter ended 31st December, 1980 
due to financial strain ; 

Government are convinced of the position and in public interest , grant 
extension of time for payment of tax as otherwise these vehicles might be 
put out of operation for non -payment of tax causing great inconvenience 
to the travelling public. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries & Ports ( Transport-C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 6360 /TC2/81/TF & P . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 20th May 1981. 
S.R.O.No. 674 /81. - Whereas representations have been received by 
Government from the Stage Carriage Operators specified in the annexure 
to this notification , that the vehicle tax for the quarter ended on the 
31st March , 1981 in respect of the stage carriages, particulars of which 
are specified in the said annexure could not be remitted within the 
prescribed period due to financial strain and that extension of time for 
payment of vehicle tax in respect of these vehicles may, therefore, be 
granted ; 


And whereas, the Government are convinced that circumstances existed that 
the Operators of the said stage carriages could not remit the vehicle tax 
in respect ofthe said stage carriages ordinarily kept for use in the State for 
the quarter ended on the 31st March , 1981 due to financial strain ; 


And whereas, the Government are convinced that non -operation of the 
said stage carriages due to non -payment of tax would have caused great 
inconvenience to the travelling public; 


And whereas, the Government consider it necessary to extend in public 
interest the time for payment of the vehicle tax for the quarter ended 
on the 31st March , 1981 in respect of the said stage carriages; 


Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 (19 of 1976 ), read with rule 5 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules, 1975, the Government of Kerala 
hereby order that the vehicle tax for the quarter ended on the 31st 
March , 1981 in respect of the said stage carriages ordinarily kept for 
use in the State shall be paid on or before the 31st March , 1981 together 
with additional tax payable under section 12 of the Kerala Motor 
Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 read with the notification (5) No. 
33942/ TC2/ 75-5/ PW dated the 29th September, 1975 . 
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ANNEXURE 


SI. 
No. 


Name of the Stage 
Carriage Operator 

(2 ) 


Registration No. of the 
Stage Carriage 

(3 ) 


(1 ) 


Smt. P. Lakshmi Pillai Amma, 

Thoppil Veedu, Chavara 


2 


KLA 2122 
KLU 1729 
KLU 9078 
KLV 9813 
KLU 8037 
KLF 2053 

2009 


3 


4 


KRE 3399 


5 


KLF 78 


6 


KLQ 3803 
KLQ 8071 


7 


8 


KRE 1879 


9 


KRF 8330 


10 


Sri G. Ravindranathan Nair , 

Kamukumcheri, Punaloor 
Sri K. S. Radhakrishnan , 

North Parur 

Ernakulam District 
Sri K. C. David , 
Kodi Veedu , 

Ernakulam District 
Sri A. G. Karunakaran , 

Edavanakad , Ernakulam District 
Smt. P. A. Sophia , 

Puloort, Trichur 
Sri D. Aravindakshan , 

Marathady , Quilon 
Sri V. P. Varghese, 

Edayar P. O., Ernakulam 
Sri Sunny Poulose, 

Edayar, Ernakulam 
Sri C.M.Roy, 

Chammanoor House, 
Main Road , Kunnamkulam 
Sri K.Sreedharan , 

Malamakkayu , Palghat 
Sri K. A. Lucvid , 

Chellalane, Cochin 
Sri A.J. Nobert, 

Karippalam , Cochin -2 
Sri M. N. Ambujakshan , 

Palarivattom , Cochin - 25 
Sri N. Radhamohanan , 

Palace Road , Alwaye- 1 
Sri K.Radhakrishna Menon , 

S. Chittoor , Cochin -27 
Sri M. Chinnameeran Rawother , 

Pathanapuram , Quilox 
Sri K V. Abraham , 
Nechoor, Ernakulam 


KLA 6350 


11 


KLP 6580 


12 


KRE 32 


13 


KLH 3048 
KRE 9050 
KLE 6803 


14 


15 


KRF 8700 


16 


KLF 2630 


17 


KLU 385 


18 


KEF 9503 


( 3 ) 


(1 ) 


KLF 3105 


19 


20 


KLC 5652 
KLN 1800 
KLF 645 


21 


KLF 1931 


22 


23 


KLP 5234 


24 


KLE 1283 


25 


KLZ 740 
KLD 7560 
KLZ 2720 
KLK 7351 


26 


27 


KLR 3990 


28 


KRE 1129 


(2 ) 
Sri K. I. Vasudevan , 

Edappally, Ernakulam 
Smt. P. K.Santhakumari, 

Tellicherry, Cannanore 
Sri Francis D. Almesa , 

Ernakulam 
Sri T. N. Jayaprakash , 

Ernakulam 
Sri C. K. Aravindakshan , 

Ayyappankavu , Cochin - 18 
Sri A. V. Purushothama Shenoi, 

Ernakulam 
Manager , Malabar Motor Transport 

Co-operative Society, 

Palghat 
Sri M.J.Kuncheria , 

Changanacherry , Kottayam 
Sri C. M. Joseph , 

Ankamali 
Sri T. A. Xavier , 

Palluruthy, Cochin - 1 
Sri K. P. Chandrasekharan , 

Kanayannur, Udayamperoor , 
Ernakulam 
Sri N. Gopalan, 

Kundara 
Sri G , Balakrishnan , 

Quilon 
Sri P.A. Gangadharan , 

Fort Cochin , Cochin - 1 
Sri Radha Mohanan , 

Alwaye, Ernakulam 
Sri Boben Paul, 

Kandanad, via Thiruvankulam 
Sri K. U. Kurian , 

Thalayolaparambu , Ernakulam 
Sri N.Mehar Nissa , 

Ramakulangara, Quilon 
Smt. Annia Olivero, 

Patchalam , Cochin -12 , 
Sri John Augustine, 

Muthalakodam P.O., Thodupuzha 


KLF 2733 


29 


6345 


30 


KLQ 4518 , 
KLU 7290 
KLQ 4672 


31 


KRF 192 


32 


KLE 5355 


33 


KLF 1161 


34 


KLA 7581 


35 


KLU 3394 


36 


KLF 5785 


37 


KLA 6395 


38 


(1) (2 ) 

(3) 
39 Secretary, 

KLQ 3140, KLQ 8521, 
Quilon Motor Transport Worker s KLQ 8045, KLQ 8211, 
Co-operative Society , Quilon 

KLO 5689, KLO 6867, 
KLQ 6779, KLQ9793, 
KLU 5167, 3720 
KLU 3445 , 5470 
KLU 5027, 55 

KLU 8115 
40 Sri P. M. Verghese , 

KLV 4057 
Kottarakkara , Quilon 
41 Sri S. Ramachandran , 

KLD 8030 
Cherai, Ernakulam 
42 Sri A. V , Aravindakshan, 

130. KLE 9393 
Paravoor Village, Ernakulam 
43 Sri O. R. Prakasan , 

si KLD 9427 
Cherai, Ernakulam 
44 Sri Kalathil Ramachandran , 

KLF 3530 
Nayarambalam , Ernakulam 
45 Sri E. K. Kannappan , 

KRE 5397 
Cherayi, Ernakulam 
46 President, 

KLF 4209 
Fathima Motor Service, 
Co-operative Society, Cochin , 

Ernakulam 
47 : Sri M. V. Thommy, 

KLH 183 
Trichur 
48 Smt. Sosannam 

16 KRE 4462 
49 Sri V.K. Sukumaran , 

KLR 9147 
Kanjani, Trichur 

By order of the Governor, 
P. SANKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the 
main purpose of the issue of the notification ). 

Government have received certain representations from the Stage 
carriage Operators as shown in the annexure requesting extension of time for 
payment of vehicle tax for the quarter ended 31st March 1 1981 due to 
financial strain ; 

Government are convinced of the position and in public interest, grant 
extension of time for payment of tax as otherwise these vehicles might be put 
out of operation for non -payment of tax causing great inconvenience to the 
travelling public . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
RULES - KERALA SERVICE RULES - AMENDMENT TO APPENDIX II 

ISSUED 


FINANCE (RULES) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) No . 250 /81/Fin , Dated , Trivandrum , 24th April 1981 . 


Read :-1. 

G.O. (P ) 6 /72 / Plg . dated 28-4-1972 . 
2. G.O.MS. 22 /12 /Plg . dated 27-5-1972 . 
3. G.O.(MS) 38 /80 /Plg . dated 16-9-1980 . 
4. Letter No. Co-ord . II 12-28 /Appx ./295/1723 dated 20-2-1981 . 


ORDER 
Pursuant to the orders contained in the G. Os. read above, the 
following notification is issued . 

NOTIFICATION 
S. R. O. No. 675/81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
(1 ) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 1968 ) read 
with section 3 thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby make the following 
rules further to amend the Kerala Service Rules, namely: 

Rules 

C. S. No. 393/81 
1. (i) These rules may be called the Kerala Service (Amendment) 
Rules, 1981. 

(ii ) They shall come into force at once. 

2. In Part I of the Kerala Service Rules, in Appendix II after 
item 68, the following item shall be inserted , namely : 
“ 69 Member Secretary , State Planning Board ” . 

By order of the Governer 
A. SIVASANKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary . 
G. 729 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not a part of the Notification , but is intended to indicate its 
general purport) . 

By the G.O. read as first paper, a full time post of Member Secretary 
has been created. This amendment is issued to incorporate the post of 
Member Secretary, State planning Board in the list of Heads of Depart 
ments in Appendix II, Kerala Service Rules. 
Το 

The Accountant General, Kerala , Trivandrum 
The Registrar , High Court ofKerala , Ernakulam 

(with C.L.) 
AU Heads of Departments and Offices . 
The Registrar, University of Kerala /Cochin / Calicut (with C.L.) 
The Registrar, Agricultural University, Mannuthy 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission , 

Trivandrum 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam 
The General Manager , Kerala State Road Transport 

Corporation, Trivandrum 
The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board, Trivandrum 
The Special Secretaries, Secretaries, Additional Secretaries, Jcint 

Secretaries, Deputy Secretaries and Under Secretaries to Gove 

rnment. 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and other Ministers . 
The Secretary to Governor 
The Under Secretary to the Chief Secretary 


> 


> 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
KERALA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION (COMPOSITION AND CONDITIONS 
OF SERVICE OF MEMBERS AND STAFF) REGULATIONS, 1957– . 

AMENDMENT - ISSUED 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (SERVICES -D ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (Ms.) No. 151/81 /GAD . Dated , Trivandrum , 11th May 1981 . 


NOTIFICATION 
S.R.O.No. 676 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by article 
318 of the Constitution of India , the Governor of Kerala hcrcoy makes the 
following regulations further to amend the Kerala Public Service Commis 
sion (Composition and Conditions of Service of Members and Staff) 
Regulations, 1957 namely : 


Regulations 
1. These regulations may be called the Kerala Public Service 
Commission Composition and Conditions of Service of Members and Staff) 
Amendment Regulations, 1981. 

2. They shall come into force at once. 

In the Kerala Public Service Commission (Composition and conditions 
of Service of Members and Staff) Regulations, 1957 to clause (3) of 
regulation 12, the following proviso shall be added , namely: 

“ Provided that the Commission may from timeto time make rules for 
the proper administration of the guards and similar Other employees 
connected with the security of the Office of the Commission and they 

shall 
be governed by the said rules which shall form part of their service .” 


By order of the Governor , 
M.S.K. RAMASWAMY, 
SpecialSecretary 

(7.7.0. ) 
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Explanatory Note 
(This note is not a part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

The Kerala Public Service Commission informed Government that the 
Security arrangements in a sensitive organisation like Public Service 
Commission dealing with a lot of sensitive materials like question papers 
and answer books should be tightened up and this can be achieved only by 
issuing specific rules governing administration of Guards besides clearly 
defining their duties and responsibilities . They also requested Government 
to issue suitable amendment to the Kerala Public Service Commission 
(Composition and Conditions of Service of Members and Staff) Regulations, 
1957 enabling the Commission to frame rules governing the security 
arrangements in the Office of the Commission . After examining the 
proposal of the Commission Government have decided to amend the 
above regulations accordingly . 

The above notification seeks to achieve the above object. 


Το 


> 
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All Heads of Departments and Offices. 
All Departments (all Sections) of the Secretariat 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission , 

(with C.L.) 
The Registrar, High Court of Kerala, Ernakulam 
The Registrar, University of Kerala /Calicut/ Cochin 
The Registrar, Kerala Agricultural University , Trichur 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam 
The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board 
The General Manager , Kerala State Road Transport 

Corporation . 
The Accountant General, Kerala, Trivandrum . 
The Secretary to Governor 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and other 

Ministers. 
The Under Secretary to the Chief Secretary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Pablic Works ( E ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 
No. 25242 /E2 /79/PW . 

Dated , Tridendrum , 18th May 1981 . 

(i) 
S. R. O. No. 677/81. - Whereas the Adat Panchayat has in its 
resolution No. 289 dated the 26th October, 1979 , requested that the 
provisions of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 
(2 of 1965) shall be applied to that Panchayat area ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (3) 
of section 1 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 
(2 of 1965 ) , the Government of Kerala bereby apply all the provisions of 
the said Act to the Adat Panchayat area in the Trichu District with 
effect from the date of publication of this notification in toe Gazette . 


S. R. O. No.678 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965 ), the Government of Kerala hereby appo.nt the 
Munsiff, having jurisdiction over the Adat Panchayat area in the 
Trichur District, to be the Rent Control Court for the said area , with 
effect from the date of publication of this notification in the Gazette . 


(iii) 
S. R. O.No. 679/81. -In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 2) of section 3 of the Kerala Building (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 ( 2 of 1965 ), theGovernment ofKerala hereby appoint the Tahsil 
dar , having jurisdiction over the Adat Panchayat area in the 
Trichur District, to be the Accommodation Controller for the said area 
with effect from the date of publication oi this notification in the Gazette . 


S.R.O. No. 680/ 81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a ) 
of subsection ( 1) of section 18 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent 
Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government ofKerala hereby confer 

G 899 
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over 


on the Subordinate Judge or the Principal Subordinate Judge, as the case 
nay be, having jurisdiction 

the Adat Panchayat area 
In the Trichur District, the powers of the Appellate Authority for the 
purposes of the said Act in the said area with effect from the date of publi 
cation of this notification in the Gazette . 

By order of the Governor, 

J.S. JESUDHASAN, 

Special Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the above notifications, but is intended to 
indicate their general purport.) 

The Adat Panchayat in the Trichur District has in its resolution No. 
289 dated the 26th October, 1979 requested Government to extend the 
provisions of the Kerala Buildings ( Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 

(2 of 1965) to its area. Under Section 1 ( 3 ) of the said Act, 
Government can extend the provisions of the Act, to any area of the 
State by a notification in the Gazette, provided that such notification shall 
be supported by a resolution passed by the local authority of the area affected 
by the notification . The above notifications are to achieve the above purpose 
and issued on the request ofthe Panchayat concerned . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Transport, Fisheries and Ports (Transport B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No.G. O. Rt. 611 /81 / T F & P. Dated, Trivandrum , 16th May 1981 . 

S. R. O. No. 681/81.—Whereas the Director, Vikram Sarabhai 
Space Centre , Trivandrum has constructed two bus bodies on two chassis 
the details of which are hereunder given ; 

And whereas the overall length and overhang of the said vehicles 
exceed the limits prescribed under sub-rule (2 ) of rule 267 and rule 294 
of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961; 

And whereas the Government of Kerala are satisfied that the said 
vehicles can conveniently be used as a service bus for the purpose of 
the carriage of the employees of the said institution ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by rule 368 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules , 1961, the Government of Kerala hereby 
exempt the said vehicles from the provisions of sub-rule (2 ) of rule 267 and 
rule 294 of the said Rules . 


DETAILS OF THE VEHICLES 


No. 


SI. Engine 

Chassis 

Overall Wheel Overhang 
No. 

No. 

length base 
1. 692 Do5.0.91968 344.050.0.86226 942 cms. 519.5 cms. 315 cms 

(60.8 % ) 
2. 692 Do5.0.91967 344.050.0.86253 942 cms. 519.5 cms. 315 cms. 

(60.8 % ) 


By order of the Governor, 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary. 

(P.T.0 .) 


G. 842 


z 


Esplanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
the general purport.) 

The Director of Vikram Sarabhai Space Centre , Trivandrum requested 
Government to exempt the vehicles mentioned in the notification from the 
provisions of sub-rule (2 ) of rule 267 and rule 294 of the Kerala Motor 
Vehicles Rules, 1961, as the overall length and overhang of the vehicles 
exceed the prescribed measurements . Government have considered the 
request in consultation with the Transport Commissioner and have decided 
to grant thc exemption sought. Hence this notification . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( B ) Department 
NOTIFICATION 


G.O. ( Rt.) No. 630 /81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 18th May 1981 . 

S.R.O.No. 682/81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
( 1) of Section 5 of the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Act , 1969 

22 of 1969 ), the Government of the Kerala hereby make the following 
amendment to the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Scheme, 1969, 
namely : 

AMENDMENT 
1. (1) This scheme may be called the Kerala Toddy Workers 
Welfare Fund (Amendment) Scheme, 1981. 

(2 ) It shall come into force at once. 
2. In the Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Scheme, 1969, in 
sub -paragraph (3 ) ofparagraph 72 for the words " seven and a half per cent , 
the words " nine per cent" shall be substituted . 

By order of the Governor, 

C.P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport), 

The Kerala Toddy Workers Welfare Fund Board has requested Govern 
ment to enhance the amount to be set apart as Administration Account of the 
fund to meet the increased expenditure due to increase in staff- strength , 
cost of stationery , furniture etc. Government have decided that the Admini 
stration Account of the fund may be enhanced from the existing 74 % to 9 % . 
The notification is intended to achieve the above purpose. 


C. 322. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare ( C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Ms. No. 85 /81/LA & SWD. Dated, Trivandrum , 15th May 1981. 

S. R. O.No. 683/ 81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 142 of the Kerala Pa chayats Act, 1960 (32 of 1960 ), 
and at the request of the Parassala Panchayat contained in its resolution No. 
II /24 dated the 23rd May, 1978 , the Government of Kerala hereby declare 
that the provisions of the law , relating to Municipalities, mentioned in the 
Schedule below , shall be extended to and be in force, in the Parassala 
Panchayat area in Trivandrum District with effect from 15-5-1981. 

SCHEDULE 
Clauses (3), (4), (16 ), (28), (30 ), (33) and (39) of section 3, Provisions 
of Chapters IX and X , sections 347, 355, 359, and 363 in so far as they 
relate to matters specified in Chapters IX and X , of the Kerala Munici 
palities Act, 1960 (14 of 1961) and the provisions regarding penalties specified 
in Schedules V and VI of the said Act for contravention of sections 196 , 
197, 202 , 204 , 205, 206 , 209 to 213, 215, 216 , 218 to 221, 224 to 227 and 
245 and the Kerala Municipal Buildings Rules, 1968 . 

By order of the Governor, 

M. DANDAPANI, 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not forn part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purpor . ) 

Parassula Panchayat in Trivandrum District has requested to enforce 
certain provisions of Kerala Municipalities Act, 1960 and the Kerala Municipal 
Building Rules 1968 to its aiea. The Director of Panchayats in consultation 
with Chief Town Planner hasrecommended the request of the Panchayat. 
In view of the same, Government accept the recommendation for enforcing 
the provisions and regulations shown in the schedule as requested by the 
Director of Panchayats This notification is intended to achieve the abcve 
object . 


G. 808 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenge (N ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 83322 /N2/80 /RD 

Darod, Trivandrum , 11th May 1981 . 
S.R.O. No.684 /81. - Whereas the Government are satisfied that on 
account of the lands specified in the scheduled below being bona fide required 
by the Nediyiruppu Muslim Educational Association for an educational 
purpose, namely, the construction of additional buildings and using as 
playground for the Panakkad Pookoya Thangal Memorial High School, 
Nediyiruppu , run by the said Association , it is necessary in the public interest 
to exempt those lands from the provisions of Chapter III of the Kerala Land 
Reforms Act, 1963 (1 of 1964) ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (b ) of sub 
section (3) of section 81 of the said Act, the Government hereby exempt the 
said lands from the provisions of Chapter III thereof, subject to the following 
conditions, namely : 

(1 ) the Jands or any portion thereof shall not be alienated ; 
(2 ) the lands shall be used only for purposes directly connected with 

the future expansion of the school and its playground ; 
(3) the land shall be put to the purposes mentioned in condition (2 ) 

within a period of 5 years from the date of publication of this 

notification in the Gazette ; and 
(4) if any of the conditions is violated, the exemption shall 

cease to be in force . 


THE SCHEDULE 


Taluk - Ernad 

SI: 


Village - Nediyiruppu 

Area 
Acre Cent 

79 


Survey 

No. 
R. S.No. 63/3 


No. 


By order of the Governor, 
V. KRISHNAMURTHY, 
Secretary. 

[ P.T.O. 


G. 815 
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. Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
the general purport) . 

The President, Nediyiruppu Muslim Educational Association Malappu 
ram filed an application dated the 21st day of December, 1980 before Govern 
ment, requesting for exemption of an extent of 1.79 acres of land in Nediyiruppu 
amsom , Ernad Taluk , Malappuram District specified in the schedule gifted 
to the school by Shri V. P. Kunhalankutty by document No. 2177 of 1975 
from the ceiling provisions of the Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1963, as it is 
required by the Association for the construction of additional building and 
also to be used as playground to the Panakkad Pookoya Thangal Memorial 
High School, Nediyiruppu . From the enquiry made in the matter Government 
are satisfied that the lands mentioned in the schedule above is required bona 
fide for the future expansion of the school which will be in public interest. 
Government are therefore pleased to exempt under clause (b ) of sub 
section (3) of section 81 of the Kerala Land Reforms Act, 1963, the said 
land from the provision of Chapter III of the said Act, subject to the condi 
tions specified in theNotification . The notification is intended to achieve the 
above object. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Finance Departinent 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 9480/WMI-3 /81/Fin 

Dated , Trivandrum , 16th May 1981 . 
S. R. O. No. 685 /81. - Under Subsection (1 ) of section 5 of the Public 
Debt Act, 1944 (Cential Act XVIII of 1944) the Government of Kerala 
hereby make the following amendment io their Notification No. Fin ( W / M ) 
5-35482 /57 dated the 22nd November , 1958, published in Part 1 of the 
Kerala Gazette No. 47 dated the 2nd December , 1958 as subsequently 
amended ,namely: 

AMENDMENT 
In the said notification , after the itern " Excise Commissioner, U. P." , 
the item " Excise Commissioner, Government of Kerala " sball be inserted . 


By order of the Governor, 
S. PADMARUMAR , 

Secretary 
Explanatory Note 
In Notification (W / M ) -5-35482 /57 dated 22-11-1958 the Govern :nent 
authorised various Central/State Government officers to hold and negotiate 
Government securities in their official capacity . The Additional Secretary , 
Board of Revenue (Excise ), Trivandrum has brought to the notice of 
Government that G. P. Notes endorsed in favour of certain firms by the 
Excise Commissioner could not be encashed as his name has not been 
included in the list of officers authorised to hold and negoriate G.P. Notes. 
In order to obviate this difficulty the Excise Commissioner is to be autho 
rised to hold and negotiate Government Securities. Hence this Notification . 


G. 829 


